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Current Topics. 


The New Home Secretary. 

THE NEW Home Secretary, at all events, has had the 
advantage of a legal training—a qualification of some importance 
for the duties of his new office. He was called to the Bar in 
1887, and, we believe, practised for some little time, but before 
1894 had ceased to have an address in the law lists. 


Printed List of Probate and Divorce Summonses. 

A CHANGE in the practice of the Probate, &c., Division was 
announced by Mr. Justice BARGRAVE DEANE on Monday. 
Hitherto there has been no printed list of summonses to be 
heard by the judge taking Probate and Divorce summonses, with 
the result that summonses have been added to the written list 
at the last moment, causing inconvenience and delay in the 
transaction of the other business. In future, the learned judge 
announced, a list of the summonses would be published in a 
printed list, in accordance with the practice of the King’s 
Bench Division. 


Legal Bills awaiting Second Reading in the 
House of Commons, 

AMONG THE Government measures awaiting a second reading 
in the House of Commons, during the present autumn session, 
are the Appellate Jurisdiction Bill, the Conveyancing Bill, and 
the County Courts Bill. All these Bills have passed the House 
of Lords, and they may possibly get through the remaining 
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stages in the House of Commons, The Conveyancing 
Bill has had a long series of disappointments in its parlia- 
mentary career. A Bill substantially to the same effect 
was introduced in the House of Lords by Lord Davey, in 1906, 
and we believe has been introduced either in the Lords or the 
Commons in each session since. On the other hand, the Copyright 
Bill rather unexpectedly passed the House of Commons last 
session, and now awaits second reading in the House of Lords. 


Legislative Curiosities. 


FROM TIME to time singular pieces of legislative work come to 
light among the statutes of the oversea dominions, and novelties 
in the methods of framing Acts of Parliament are hit on to 
suit local peculiarities or emergencies which appear strange to 
English lawyers. ‘The volume of statutes passed in South 
Australia during the year 1910 contains an Act which is pro- 
bably unique in one respect at any rate. Commercial lawyers 
are familiar with the printed charter-party, bill of lading, &c., 
which endeavour to economize the use of verbiage by employing 
the formula *"*, sometimes printed and/or. It has, apparently, 
up to the present time, been considered beneath the dignity of 
an Act of Parliament to make use of such a formula for the 
sake of conciseness. The South Australian Legislature, how- 
ever, in the Friendly Societies Amendment Act, 1910 (No. 


1021), has introduced one section in which — is printed no less 


vr 





than six times—thus: “Any societies “;’ branches (whether 
branches of the same or of different societies) may, without | 
terminating their respective separate existences, unite . . . .| 
if a resolution in that behalf is duly carried by each of the said | 
societies *"' branches,” &c. This Act of 1910 has another | 

culiarity. It refers to and incorporates a private Act—the | 
‘riendly Societies Act, 1886—which relates to certain individual | 
Friendly Societies only, and is a private Act only. There | 
appears to be no generally known instance of a public Act 
amending and incorporating a private Act in the United 
Kingdom. 


The Legality of Whist Drives. 


Is WHIST a game of skill or is it a game of chance ? 


That, in | 
substance, is the question which Mr. Hoaa, the stipendiary magis- | 


trate of Salford, had recently to decide. The promoter of a/ 
public whist drive offered in the usual way prizes, the payment 
of which came out of a fund raised from the entrance-money 
paid by the players. He was summoned for keeping a gaming- 
house within the meaning of the Gaming Houses Act, 1854. 
When the game played is one of chance, and the prizes offered 
come out of the entrance fees, it is settled law that such prizes 
constitute a stake put up in a lottery (Bew v. Harston, 3 Q. B. D. | 
454); in which event the tenant of any building where such | 
lottery is with his consent held is guilty of keeping a gaming- | 
house. But where the game is one of skill, or where the prizes | 
are offered by a person who obtains no part of the admission: | 
money, it would seem that there is no lottery within the meaning | 
of the Lottery Act, 1823, section 41 (see Lockwood v. Cooper, 
1903, 2 K. B. 428), although the point there decided seems to 
have partly turned on the fact that the defendant held the drive 
in a room at a hotel hired for the occasion). The magistrate, 
however, held that whist is a game of chance, as well as a game 
of skill, and so avoided the somewhat difficult issue left open by 
the cases quoted above. It the case should go to the High 
Court, it is interesting to ask what exactly is the point of law 
raised? Can the question as to whether a certain game is one 
of skill or chance be a question of law? Is it not rather a 
question of fact to be decided upon expert evidence? In these 
modern times, when judges are so extremely anxious to evade 
the giving of a decision on difficult points, we should not be 
utterly overwhelmed with surprise if the Divisional Court 
solemnly held that the question whether whist is a game of skill 
or 4 game of chance is a pure question of fact to be decided by 
the justices “in accordance with the particular facts of each 
particular case before them ”—to borrow the familiar phrase so 
often appearing in Lord HaLspury’s judgments. 








Appointment of New Trustees. 

AN IMPORTANT point of practice was settled in Re Sales (55 
SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL, 838 ; 1911, W. N. 194), as to appointment 
of new trustees in an action. Under a will surviving trustees 
were the donees of the power of appointing new trustees. An 
administration action was instltuted by some of the beneficiaries, 
who asked for the removal of the trustees. At the hearing the 
defendants consented to retire, and it was referred to chambers to 
appoint new trustees—the form of order apparently being “ that 
some proper persons be appointed.” There had been irregularities 
in the administration of the trust, but the probity of the defend- 
ants was not impugned. In chambers the plaintiffs and the 
defendants each nominated new trustees, and the master 
appointed the plaintiffs’ nominees. The question was raised, 
on adjournment into court, whether the retiring trustees (the 
donees of the power of appointment) had a priority of nomina- 
tion, their conduct having been impugned in the action. 
It was held by Eve, J, that the order in the action 
had merely suspended their power and qualified their 
right, but had not suspended or withdrawn their power of 
nominating new trustees. The principle laid down in Re Gadd 
(23 Ch. D. 134) was followed, and it was held that the court 
must appoint the persons nominated by the defendants—the 
retiring trustees. The case of Middleton v. Reay (7 Hare 106) 
was distinguished as having arisen under an order differently 
worded—the master being dizected to approve of new trustees. 
The nominees of the retiring trustees (the defendants) were, 
therefore, now appointed. This is a very important decision to 


litigants in actions where new trustees have to be appointed. 


The general understanding certainly has been that ona reference 
to chambers to appoint trustees the matter was at large, and 
there was no preferential right of nomination in the donees of 
the power of appointing new trustees. Perhaps the exact effect 
of Re Gadd (a decision of the Court of Appeal) has rather been 
overlooked. 


A County Court Judge on the Imprisonment 
of Debtors. 

DISSATISFACTION HAS long been felt withthe system of imprison- 
ment for debt under county court process, and we are glad to see 
that public expression has been given to this by Judge SNAGGE. 
At the Kettering county court on Tuesday he used some very 
plain language with regard to judgment summonses. There 
were 118 before the court, the largest number he had had, and 
all over his circuit, he said, the number was going up by leaps 
and bounds. He attributed this to the Married Women’s Property 
Acts, and the hire-purchase system ; but whatever the cause, 
there were the unfortunate debtors before him, and he was asked 
to extort payment by sending them to prison. The Treasury 
he said, were running the county courts like a shop for the sake 
of the fees. The work was repulsive to the county court judges, 
and neither Parliament nor the public had the least idea of what 
the imprisonment system meant. We take it that the judge 
has, to a considerable extent, the matter in his own hands, 
since there can be no order for imprisonment unless the debtor 
has the means to pay, and an insistence upon evidence that 
the debtor has a surplus over the actual requirements of himself 
and his family should avoid an oppressive use of imprisonment. 
But doubtless this consideration was present to the judge’s 
mind, and he would hardly have made the statement in question 
without the conviction that any alleviation which could be 
applied in practice was insufficient to meet the actual hardships 
flowing from the system of credit based on imprisonment. The 
subject was ‘inquired into by a Select Committee of the House 
of Commons in 1909, and suggestions were made in the report 
for excluding imprisonment where the claim was for money lent, 
or for goods sold or lent on hire, unless they were for trade 
purposes or necessaries, but nothing has been done in this direc- 
tion. At various times we have called attention to the figures 
in the county court statistics relating to imprisonment, and have 
noticed both the large aggregate of cases and the varying 
numbers on different cireuits. ‘The total of 8,819 in 1910 was 
less than in some previous years, but it represents a very large 
amount of hardship, and Judge SNAGGE’s comments on the 
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system’ go far to shew that in its actual working it cannot be 
justified. 


The Late Mr. W. F. Craies. 

Ir was with great regret that we heard of the death on 
Monday, of Mr. Craigs, whose admirable draftsmanship of the 
Perjury Act, 1911—to which we referred last week—has laid 
the first stone in the Lord Chancellor’s projected scheme for the 
codification of the Criminal Law. The second instalment of that 
scheme, namely, the Forgery Bill (which has not yet received 
the seal of the Legislature), is also the work of Mr. CRargs. 
Indeed, his versatile attainments, extensive knowledge of the 
Common Law in nearly all its departments, and quite unique 
mastery of the Statute Law had won for Mr. Crates the highest 
possible reputation for legal scholarship in a generation when, 
at the Common Law Bar, specialism has nearly destroyed a 
thorough and exact knowledge of the law as a whole. Although 
never possessed of a large court practice, Mr. CRAIES was 
employed as a draftsman in cases of unusual difficulty, not only 
by the Government, but also by many of the great public and 
private corporations ; he was employed (in/er alia) to draft the 
Punishment of Incest Act, the British case for the Hague Con- 
ference, and the Savarkar Extradition Case. In purely theo- 
retical work he was well known as the editor of Archbold’s 
Criminal Pleadings, Iussell’s Crimes and Misdemeanours, and 
Hardcastle’s Statutory Law ; in addition he wrote one or two 
smaller books, and contributed an enormous number of miscel- 
laneous articles to the first and second editions of the Encyclo- 
pedia of the Laws of England. A distinguished pupil of 
Winchester and New, he remained in touch with the academic 
world throughout his life, and filled the office of Dean of the 
Faculty of Laws to the University of London, and was a member 
of the Senate. As a small token of the high regard for his legal 
scholarship felt by men of the first authority, we may mention 
that the late Mr. Beven, whose treatise on the Law of Negli- 
gence is one of the great common law classics, appointed Mr. 
Crates to edit the future editions of that work. We should 
not omit to add that his personal charm and unaffected modesty 
made Mr, CRAIES a general favourite in the Temple. As a 
learned correspondent says, “ His numerous friends will entertain 
a lively recollection of his genial presence and unfailing courtesy, 
not ignoring his caustic, but never unkind, wit.” 


Costs Under the Small Holdings Act, 1908 


THERE IS no end to the ingenuity with which Government 
Departments will discover means of usurping powers to which they 
have no legal title. A good illustration of this truth is found in 
the recent circular of the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries 
dated 30th September, 1911, which we print elsewhere. That 
circular makes use of a certain section in the Small Holdings 
Act, 1908, in order to grasp a control over the taxation of 
solicitors’ and other costs in relation to the acquisition of land 
for small holdings or allotments—which control the Legislature 
had refrained from granting to them. By section 7 of the Act 
the county council may purchase or lease land, convert it into 
small holdings, and then recoup itself out of the rent charged to 
the small holder for all expenses incurred in the acquisition of 
the land. By the combined operation of sections 7, 8, 9 (3), 
and 61 (3), such expenses include, in addition to the purchase 
money or rent and compensation for disturbance, certain other 
expenses, such as the redemption of charges, the enfranchisement 
of copyhold land, and the adaptation of the land (by fencing and 
other improvements) to the needs of small holders. Now, by 
section 21 of the Act, the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries 
can repay certain of those additional expenses, if in their 
absolute discretion they so choose, to the county council. 
Taking hold of this power, the Board is now requiring the 
county councils to submit all their bills relating to the purchase 
&c., to the Board, with a full report on the items of charge drawn 
up by the clerk to the conte te order that the Board may 
we or disapprove of the items, and may direct taxation 
of the bill if they deem it necessary. If they so direct taxation, 


however, the circular directs the taxation to take place in the 
name of 


the council alone, and no mention is to be 








made of the fact that the real objectors are the Board. Where 
the clerk himself claims legal charges from the council fot work 
done under the Act, he is likewise to submit them to the Board 
for approval before charging them to the council, if the latter 
desires subsequently to reclaim them from the Board. No 
sanction is directly imposed by the circular for failure to comply 
with it ; indeed, the Board has no power to demand such com- 
pliance. But the obvious inference, from the terms of the circular, 
is that unless a council complies with the wishes of the Board, it 
will find the latter obdurate when a claim is made for repay- 
ment under section 21. Now, it may possibly be in itself 
desirable that the vendor’s and lessor’s costs and solicitors’ bills 
should be revised by the Board of Agriculture. But such 
revision, if deemed necessary, should be sanctioned by the 
Legislature, not arbitrarily assumed by the Board through the 
leverage of a discretionary power, given them for a totally 
different purpose. And if the Board does assume the power, it 
ought not to shirk responsibility by keeping its name and part out 
of the taxation. The matter is, perhaps, a small one ; but it is just 
an accumulation of those little departmental tyrannies and 
aggressions which is changing the Government of England into 
a continental bureauracy. 


The Statutory Obligations of Railway 
Companies 


RECENT EVENIS have drawn public attention to one point in 
the legal status of railway companies which in quieter times is 
not unnaturally overlooked. An ordinary capitalist has a legal 
right to shut down his works when he pleases, and to with- 
draw from the market any further supply of the commodity 
which he provides for the public use; but the case is different 
with statutory undertakers—such as railway, water, gas, and 
electric light companies. These bodies obtain certain privileges 
from Parliament, and in return are subjected to penalties if 
they fail to carry out the duties imposed upon them as a 
condition of obtaining those privileges. In the case of railway 
companies, the procedure by which the compaay can be compelled 
to carry out its duty is laid down in the Railway Regulation 
Act, 1844. That procedure applies to every breach of duty of 
which a company is guilty, whether it be failure to keep its 
line and signalling system in proper working order, or failure 
to supply an adequate service of trains, or differentiation 
between the goods of different customers. In brief outline, the 
statutory procedure is as follows :—Upon the Board of Trade is 
cast the duty of enforcing both the provisions of the General 
Act and those of the Special Act or Provisional Order under 
which the undertaking is carried on (Railway Reg. Act, 1844, s, 
11). If satisfied, upon inquiry into complaints made by private per- 
sons, or its own officials, tha#t there has been a breach of duty on 
the part of the company, the Board issues a certificate to the 
Attorney-General specifying the breach and directing him to pro- 
secute ; but before issuing the certificate the Board must give the 
company twenty-one days’ notice of the breach (section 18 of the 
same Act). Upon getting the certificate, the Attorney-General is 
not only authorized but compelled to take proceedings against the 
company ; Attorney-General v. Great Northern Railway Co. (1860, 
29 L. J., Ch, 794). Indeed, the court regards itself as precluded 
from inquiring into the reasons which have induced the Board to 
give the certificate : Attorney-General v. Oxford and Wolverhampton 
tailway Co. (1854, 2 W. h., 330). The proceedings open to the 
Attorney-General are either a criminal information (to recover 
the appropriate penalties), or a suit in Chancery for an injune- 
tion ; but the statute provides that no proceedings can be taken 
after one year. No doubt the usual defences to an application 
for an injunction would be open to the defendants, and presum- 
ably the court would be very reluctant to grant a mandatory 
injunction. How far the existence of a dispute with its servants 
would be any defence either to an information or to an injunction 
is a point which never has arisen, and on which it is not easy to 
express an opinion; it is quite possible that the court would 
decline to consider such a defence, on the ground that it has no 
jurisdiction to pronounce upon the merits of a disagreement 
between employers and workmen. If we might make a sug- 
gestion which does not appear to have been put before the 
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Railway Commissioners, we should advise that refusal of the 
mien to accept an award made against them by a Conciliation 
Board should be made by the Legislature a statutory defence to 
any proceedings by the Attorney-General relating to a breach of 
duty by the company which has resulted from such refusal. 


Creditors’ Address in Bankruptcy Notice. 


QUESTIONS RELATING to the validity of a bankruptcy notice 
are, as the Master of the Rolls said in a recent case, ‘‘ technical 
beyond almost anything else in proceedings at the present day.” 
One difficulty has been to determine what is a sufficient creditor's 
address to be inserted in the notice--the address of the judg- 
ment creditor being an essential part of the statutory form. 
What if the creditor is abroad? Must the bankruptcy notice state 
the creditor's actual address abroad, thereby in effect requiring the 
debtor to go beyond the jurisdiction of the court in order to 
satisfy the judgment debt? This was the subject of a decision 
given last week by the Court of Appeal—see Ke a Debtor, Times 
October 21st. A practice has apparently prevailed of requiring 
the judgment debt to be paid to the creditor issuing the bank- 
ruptcy notice “or his solicitors,” where the creditor was out of 
the jurisdiction. A bankruptcy notice framed in this way was, 
however, held bad in Re A Debtor, No. 305 of 1911 (1911, 
2 K. B. 718), decided only last May. In the case decided last 
week the creditor's advisers seem to have thought that, as the 
creditor was abroad, there was no alternative but to insert the 
foreign address only. The creditors were a French firm who 
had obtained judgment here - ee the debtor in respect of two 
bills of exchange. Accordingly, in the bankruptcy notice issued 
on this judgment, the debtor was required to pay the judgment 
debt to his creditors at their address in Paris. An application 
by the debtor to set aside the notice as bad, on the ground that 
the place of payment was outside the jurisdiction of the 
court, was, first of all, dismissed by the registrar. On appeal 
the Court of Appeal upheld the objection and reversed the 
registrar. ‘The judgment delivered by the Master of the Rolls 
sets out the matter very clearly. There was no contract between 
debtor and creditor to pay in Paris. “This was the case of a 
judgment of the High Court, which must have the same effect 
now as in the days of Lord Coke.” The court here, in its judg- 
ment, did not require the debtor to go out of the jurisdiction, 
and the bankruptey notice was bad as going beyond what the 
judgment of the court required. The special difficulty of a 


£800. Section 2 of the Revenue Act, 1911, extends this to cases 
of transfers on sale which took place more than twenty years 
before the 30th of April, 1909, but the transfer must have been “to 
the person who is the owner of the land . . . . at the time when 
an application is made” for substituted valuation. In the case 
put by our correspondent this provision would have enabled the 
owner to substitute a higher valuation for the Government 
valuation, but in the course of the proceedings for valuation he 
died, and hence the application was made by his trustees. The 
Revenue officials take the view that “owner ” in section 2 of the 
Act of 1911 means the owner personally. and does not include 
his representatives ; but the intention of the provision clearly 
is that the extended period of twenty years shall be available 
if there has been no fresh sale within that time, and it would not 
strain its language unduly to allow persons taking on death to 
have the advantage of it ; otherwise, as our correspondent points 
out, the delay in the Government valuation deprives the owner's 
estate of the rights given to him while living. 


An American View of Criminal Procedure in 
England. 

SoME TIME ago a committee of the American Bar Association 
was appointed to suggest remedies and formulate laws to prevent 
delay and unnecessary cost of litigation. Two delegates of 
this committee were invited to sit on the bench with the judges 
in every court in London, from the Bow Street Police Court to 
the Court of Criminal Appeal. One result of the labours of this 
committee is an admirable description of the criminal procedure 
of England at the present day, which might be read with 
advantage by any student of English law. The report contains 
paragraphs relating to Bail, Starting the Prosecution, Defects 
in Indictment, the Prosecutor, the Jury, Powers and Attitude of 
the Judge, and Criminal Appeal, which explain clearly the 
disuse of technical objections and challenges of jurors, and the 
expedition in bringing the prisoner to trial, which are distin- 
guishing features of the English system. This report has been 
printed in full in the American Jowrnal of Criminal Law and 
Criminology and is worthy, we think, of a wide circulation in 
this country. 








Plans on Legal Instruments. 
Should they Define or Elucidate ? 





foreign creditor was then dealt with, and the Master of the Rolls 
pointed out that the case decided last May (supra) was no 
authority for the proposition that a creditor must remain in | 
person at the address stated in the bankruptcy notice. A case 
reported in these columns was referred to (Re Persse, 55 
SOLiciToRS’ JOURNAL 314), as establishing the right of a 
creditor to give an address where the debt could be paid, not- 
withstanding that he was not there in person. In that case, 
the creditor really had two addresses, both in England, and it 
would be easy to distinguish such circumstances from those in | 
the present case, where the creditor was not in England at all. | 
But the ratio of this, the latest decision, is that an address within | 
the jurisdiction is sufficient, provided there be an authorized | 
agent at that address who can give an effectual receipt for the | 
judgment debt on bebalf of the creditor. This should settle 
the vexed question of the proper address in a bankruptcy notice 
where the creditor is out of the jurisdiction. 


Substituted Values under the FinanceAct, 1910. 


From A letter from a correspondent, which we print elsewhere, 
it would appear that the Revenue officials take a very narrow 
view of section 2 of the Revenue Act, 1911. Section 2 (3) 
of the Finance Act, 1910, provides that, in cases where a 
transfer on sale has taken place within twenty years before 
the 30th of April, 1909, and the site value at that time 
exceeded the original site value as ascertained under the 
Act, the earlier site value is to be substituted for the original 
site value. Thusif the site value at the time of sale was £1,000, 
and the original site value ascertained under the Act is £800, 
the sum of £1,000 is substituted as the starting point, and 


Tue province of the parcels in a legal instrument is to describe 
the subject-matter of the transaction with scientific accuracy and 
completeness. In the case of land and any buildings thereon, 


| situation, orientation, distinctive name or number, superficial 


contents, lineal admeasurements, bounds, frontage, have all to 
be considered, and an eclectic description framed from them ; 
and now the profession is directed that every purchaser has, in 
simple cases, the option of using a ground p’an (/te Sansom & 
Narbeth’s Contract, 1910, 1 Ch. 741), which, it is hardly necessary 
to observa, will be taken to be part of the description in con- 
struing the effect of the remainder of the instrument, and of every 


|implied covenant or provision: verbs illata inesse videntur. 


This noteworthy and important direction—noteworthy because 
it is a remarkable instance of progress in conveyancing practice, 
and important because it is likely to be widely quoted as an 
authority, and may occasionally be difficult, or expensive, in 
application—has, we understand, been construed by some drafts- 
/men to mean that land and buildings may be defined by a plan. 
| whilst other draftsmen take it to mean that the property may 
| be described with the aid of a plan. It would be well if some 
‘arbiter of professional practice—such as Davidson’s Con- 
veyancing was to former generations—could settle, once and for 
all, whether the approved practice is definition or elucidation. 
Meanwhile, it may be anticipated that many draftsmen will 
maintain their practice of using a careful and sufficient substan- 
| tive description in prose, with a plan expressed to be for the 
purpose of identity, and not of affecting in any way the prose 
description. 

If we mistake not, ground plans on instruments came into general 





future increment is reckoned with reference to £1,000 and not 


use in early Victorian days—those used by the best draftemen 
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being, most conveniently, drawn so that the north was in the 
middle of the top of the plan. As late as 1848 the judges in 
the Court of Exchequer were unaware that a plan is ever to be 
deemed a necessary part of an abstract of title (Blackburn v. 
Smith, 2 Ex. 783, 792). Still, four years later we find Dart, 
then a keen and very promising conveyancer of some ten years’ 
stand nz, stating that “a description by reference to a schedule, 
or to a schedule and map, has become as usual as it is convenient ” 
(Dart, 2 Ed. p. 285); and the case of Llewellyn v. Earl of Jersey 
(11 M. & W. 183) was decided during the year 1843. Indeed, 
so well was the use of a plan regarded among conveyancers 
when Queen Victoria ascended the throne, that an accredited 
book of forms and precedents of that time supplies forms 
of descriptions with the aid of plans, and observes that in 
nearly all conveyances a plan is desirable (Martin’s Conv., vol. II. 
p. 110, vol. IIL. p. 240). No doubt the ardent school of concise 
conveyancers, insistent on the use of a plain, direct, and intel- 
ligible prose in legal instruments, were impatient of the verbose 
and unnecessarily minute descriptions, often perhaps obsolete 
and full of erroneous detail, then in common use throughout the 
country, and had declared war against them. Cambridge had 
taught many of the members of that school that a tabular, or 
paragraphic, statement, a diagram, a graph or figure, often rough- 
drawn, added vastly to the lucidity and intelligibility of a 
statement, solution or explanation; and they would the more 
readily, therefore, perceive how, by a carefully prepared schedule 
and even an approximately accurate ground plan, details might 
be made very much more clear, and identification very much 
more easy, than by a long description in the best of prose. 
And, to assist them in their laudable efforts, came, most 
opportunely, the Tithe Commutation awards with their parochial 
maps, the first Act respecting which received the royal assent on 
the 13th of August, 1836. 

But if, practical experience failing them, they did not discern 
it from the beginning, in a very short time the best men per- 
ceived that the modern ground plan, however clear, convenient, 
and useful is a two-edged sword, the use of which, unless 
expressly by way of elucidation and not of warranty, added to 
the draftsman’s responsibilities—in other words, that, on the 
principle of incorporation already referred to, an uninten- 
tional blemish in the plan would cause an ambiguity in a vital 
part of the instrument, and so affect the meaning of each 
covenant, power, or provision the words of which referred to 
the property expressed to be granted or assigned. And when, in 
1856, Dart brought out a new edition of his classic, he embraced 
the opportunity of offering a precept of wisdom (Dart, 3rd edn. 
345, and see 2 David. Conv. 2ud edn. 166) :— 


“Care,” he writes, “should be taken in using a plan to have 
either a substantive description of the property in the body of the 
deed, or in a schedule, so asto let the plan be merely in aid and 
explanation of this description, or else to insure perfect accuracy 
in the plan itself. This is particularly requisite where land is cut 
up for building purposes, or is otherwise conveyed by reference to 
imaginary lines of demarcation. In such a case a slight error in 
the drawing of the plan may be attended with very serious 
consequences,” 


Though these words were written half a century and more 
ago, we know of nothing that lessens the significance of the 
warning which they give; on the contrary, some may think they 
see in the less carefulness and more haste of the present age 
signs that wouli increase it. One can never overlook how 
Demos, with little experience and less tradition to guide them, 
are to-day somewhat unappreciative of the value of separate 
advice, and continuously iasistent on a modicum of expert assiat- 
ance and a minimum of exp2nse; and accordingly how, as a 
result of the recent direction in Le Sansom & Narberth’s Con- 
tract (supra), such persons as they may be inclined to use 
unverified ground plans to define the property they convey 
or mortgage. And whether the examination of articled clerks 
in the rudiments of cartography is a little overdve is another 
side of the subject. 

Mathematicians teach us that there is no such thing as a 
perfectly straight line, and that there are points beyond which 
precision and accuracy are unattainable, And to attain the 


| a ghost. 





degree of practical accuracy intended by Dart requires skill, 
especially where, as is most frequently the case, there are one, 
two, or even three intermediate tracings, or an enlargement 
or reduction between the original map and the plan drawn and 
coloured on the deed. It would seem one of those very few 
cases in which a process or a machine, from its unerring 
precision, must have the advantage over the human hand 
afid eye. It should be remembered that if the verge line in 
plans be taken as one one-hundred-and-twentieth of an 
inch, in the county maps of the Ordnance Survey (6 ins.) this 
line represents a superficial breadth of no less than 7 ft. 4 ins. ; 
in the parish maps (25 ins.), 1 ft. 9°12ins.; and in the town 
maps (10°5 ft.), 4:19047 ins. There is also the old question 
continually cropping up whether a certain measurement given in 
a prose description is made from the middle of the road, 
the footpath, the building line, or some former imagin- 
ary line. So it can be readily perceived what errors a 
slip of the tracing paper, an ill stroke, an omission of part of a 
line, a slight alteration in the position of a crow’s foot, or a 
bad light—let alone any oscitancy or haste—may effect and 
cause to be repeated again and again. Moreover, in a large 
percentage of cases the draftsman is handicapped by not know- 
ing the locality, and it seems hopeless to expect the average 
client to volunteer an explanation of any recent adjustments of 
boundaries or alterations in configuration. 

Of much more vital interest than any historical and 
anatomical comments will to many be the pertinent utilitarian 
question whether, in consequence of the two recent decisions 
Re Sparrow & James’ Contract, 1910, 2 Ch. 60, and Re Sansom 
& Narbeth’s Contract, whi sup.), a vendor should not be pro- 
tected in some reasonable fashion. Clearly, there is a new 
obligation cast on him, and every purchaser will deem his case 
a simple one. If the obligation be enforced, a vendor, ignorant 
of exact configuration or precise measurements, must, if a trustee 
or mortgagee, incur the expense of a survey, or if a private 
individual, do this, or take the risk of the liabilities Dart 
refers to as arising from a slight want of emendation of the 
original map or an undetected blemish in the copy. He who 
considers this an over-statement of the case will have to shew 
that those, or a large body of those, who speak from experience, 
and not through the spectacles of theory and of books, are of 
opinion that there is little likelihood of material error in drawing 
and colouring, or in accepting a copy of an old map. He will, 
further, have to explain Mr. WOLSTENHOLME’S form (as one in- 
stance) that the property conveyed is “intended to be” delineated, 
and have to maintain that those who habitually state that the 
accuracy of the sale plans is not guaranteed, are affrighted by 
It will hardly surprise us if a new condition of sale 
which negatives, or limits, this new right of a purchaser, makes 
its appearance as an antidote, at least in the case of small trans- 
actions: meanwhile it is open to a vendor to suggest that, the 
verbal description he furnishes being sufficient, the verification 
of the proposed plan is an expense within section 3 (6) of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881. ; 

We shall await developments with considerable interest. Tf 
Courts of Interpretation be, in the future, thought to minimize 
blemishes in definitive ground plans, there is the fear that many 
vendors and purchasers, to help themselves out of a difficulty, 
will be guessing at intention and saying that they are entitled 
to add to, or subtract from, the colours and lines on the plan, 
until a definitive plan comes to be regarded with a cold feeling 
of suspicion and distrust. Hitherto it has always been considered 
that the sole question for a court, when interpreting an 
instrument infer vivos, is non quod voluit sed quod dirit. 

Conveyancing is no fixed assemblage of principles and practice 
in the keeping of a pontifical college, and its professors are the 
last to disparage reform and progress. The wisest, however, 
in the spirit of Davipson and his friends, seek, and propagate, 
reform, not mere change. 








An unusual question was, says the American Case and Comment, 
presented in the Michigan case of Root v. Root (130 N. W. 194), holding 
that a man is entitled to prevent his wife from entering into business 
competition with him where he is able and willing to support her. 
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The “ Non-existing” Client. 


THE ordinary liabilities of the solicitor as an officer of the 
court are, of course, well known, but from time to time cases 
arise in which an attempt is made to impose on solicitors new 
liabilities not commonly regarded as part of their burdens. 
Thus in two very important cases the court has dealt with the 
position of a solicitor who undertakes the defence of a client 
who in the eyes of the law is “non-existing”; and it may be 
well to recall these cases to the attention of our readers. In 
Yonge v. Toynbee (26 Times L. R. 211) the facts were as follows. 
In August 1908 the defendant instructed his solicitors to act for 
him in the matter of an action for libel with which the plaintiff 
was threatening him. The defendant himself on the same day 
wrote personally to the plaintiff saving that the solicitors were 
instructed to act for him. In December 1908 the writ was served 
on the solicitors, who accepted service thereof in pursuance of 
their instructions, and in due course entered an appearance, 
delivered pleadings, and took other usual and proper steps to 
defend the action. In April 1909 the solicitors discovered for 
the first time that in October 1908, after they received their 
instructions, but before action brought, the defendant had become 
insane, had been certified as of unsound mind, and placed under 
restraint. They communicated with the plaintiff, who took out an 
order for the striking out of the appearance and subsequent 
steps in the defence as unauthorized by the defendant, and for 
the order that the solicitors were personally liable to pay the 
plaintiff's costs. Their claim was based on the well-known 
doctrine that an agent warrants the existence and capacity of his 
principal (Collen v. Wright, 8 E. & B. 647); and, however 
innocent he may be of knowledge of the non-existence or non- 
capacity on the part of the person from whom he represents that 
he derives his authority, is liable in damages to anyone who has 
been induced by him to incur expenses on the faith of such repre- 
sentation. In Smout v. Ilbery(10 M. & W. 1.) an attempt was made 
(unsuccessfully) to extend this doctrine to the case of a married 
woman who purchases necessaries on the credit of her husband in 
ern of the fact that he has died abroad before the 
ate of her purchase. But we believe Yonge v. Toynbee is the very 
first case in which anyone ever supposed this doctrime to apply 
to a solicitor innocently defending an action. The Court of 
Appeal, however, unable to resist the logic of Collen v. Wright, 
made the personal order to pay the plaintiff's costs against the 
solicitor as prayed for. 

This new principle, or at any rate novel application of an 
old principle, has not been allowed to rest. In Simmons v. 
Liberal Opinion (Limited) (27 Times L. R. 278), it was applied to 
the case of an unregistered company defended by a solicitor 
whom its members had instructed. A certain newspaper pur- 
ported to be published by “ Liberal Opinion (Limited).” An 
action for libel was brought against it; a solicitor was 
instructed to defend the action; he accepted service and 
took all other usual steps up to the trial and the recovery 
by the plaintiff of a verdict for £5,000 damages against 
the defendants. It was then «liscovered that the alleged 
company had not been registered either under the Companies 
Acts or under the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, or any 
other statute which could give it the status of a separate “legal 
entity” or personality distinct from that of its members. It 
was held by the Court of Appeal that the solicitor, however 
innocently, had warranted the existence of a corporation, and, 
since no such juristic person was in existence, he had warranted 
the existence of a client who in fact did not exist. Therefore, on 
the principle of the cases already quoted, he must recoup to the 
plaintiff the costs thrown away by him as the consequence of the 
futile appearance so entered. 

These cases suggest a number of interesting problems which 
we do not profess our ability to solve. Doss a solicitor who 
innocently defends an action of contract or tort, in ignorance 
that his client is an infant, make himself liable in costs to the 
plaintiff? Does a solicitor who appears for a married woman, 
believing and representing her to be a widow, render himself 
liable to the expenses of an abortive execution which the success. 
ful plaintiff levies on property she is restrained from anticipating ? 





If a corporation takes proceedings which the court afterwards 
holds to be ultra vires, does the solicitor, who, after a proper 
retainer, properly given, defends them, warrant the capacity of 
his client to sue? When a solicitor defends a foreign corpora- 
tion, without disclosing the fact that it is foreign, is he liable for 
any abortive proceedings to attach its property abroad ? 

Many other difficulties at once occur when one attempts to carry 
out Yonge v. Toynbee to its logical conclusion and to apply to solici- 
tors a doctrine which was invented to meet the facts of commercial 
agency. In our humble opinion both the cases to which we have re- 
ferred go upon a wrong principle. A solicitor is not merely a volun- 
tary agent of a principal. He is an officer of court, with certain 
ministerial duties to perform for any client from whom he accepts 
a retainer ; all he warrants to the opposing litigant is that pro- 
ceedings conducted by bim are properly conducted in accordance 
with the rules laid down by the court for the conduct of litigation. 
He is a cog-wheel in the judicial machinery, and, so long as he 
performs his duties properly, is protected by the aegis of that 
judicial authority whose officer he is. This doctrine, however, 
has not prevailed ; and solicitors must be prepared to face the very 
inconvenient position in which these two decisions have placed 
them. As expressed by Lord Justice Buckley in Yonge v. Toyn- 
bee (supra), the liability of a solicitor or other agent who professes 
to act as agent and thereby misleads another to his prejudice 
arises in three different classes of cases; (a) if be has been 
fraudulent in his representation of authority, ()) if he has with- 
out fraud represented that he has authority when in fact he has 
not, and (c) if he innocently represents that he has authority 
when he once had, but his original authority has ceased by reason 
of facts of which he neither has knowledge nor means of know- 
ledge. 





The Evolution of Professor Maitland. 


THE publication in one work of the “Collected Papers of FrepDERICc 
WittiAM MairLanp ”*—being mainly papers contributed by him to 
many reviews and periodicals during the period from 1879 to 1906— 
is not only important in itself as a safe preserve of these valuable 
isolated essays, but also sheds an interesting light on the develop- 
ment of his objects and methods. 

The already oro work is preceded by a hitherto unpublished 
dissertation submitted in the competition for a fellowship at Trinity 
College, Cambridge, in 1872. “A historical sketch of liberty and 
equality as ideals of English political philosophy from the time of 
Hopes to the time of CoLErtpGE.” This is an effective analysis and 
comparative criticism of all schools of English political philosophy ; 
but it is also something more. The discussion of “liberty” fore- 
shadows the constitutional lawyer ; that of “ equality ” shews decided 
views on the history of real and personal property ; and both shew 
the use of minute historical details asuieied in illustration of 
general principles, and illustrated with light banter or grim logical 
irony. It is the work of a young man, but of one whose mental 
limbs are already well set, and whose way in life seemed to be 
marked out for him. Happily he was unsuccessful in the competi- 
tion, and the way was still open to him. 

The first published paper is for the Westminster Review in 1879, 
three years after his call to the Bar, when he was already, in the 
opinion of his master in the law, Mr. B. B. Rogers, “a consummate 
lawyer.” This ison the Law of Real Property ; he examines the history 
of real property and the evidence and report of the then recent 
commission appointed to inquire into the steps to be taken to 
simplify the title to land, &e. His conclusion was emphatic—that 
the only way was to abolish the heir at law and the distinction 
between real and personal property. The man who was to be the 
historian of English law, oe i in this very paper is introducing 
to English readers the German Dr. BruNNeR’s investigations into the 
early Anglo-Norman law of inheritance, is none the less the law 
reformer who will declare that “no practical convenience, however 
small, is to be sacrificed on the altar of historic continuity.” So far 
there is nothing inconsistent with an intention to practise at the 
bar, after the example of Mr. JosHua WILLIAMS, who was no less 
a root and branch critic and reformer in this sphere of law. But 
the papers after 1880 shew a tendency, probably an intention, to cut 
adrift foam Lincoln's Inn. In 1881 we have a paper on the “ Laws 
of Wales—the kindred and the blood feud”: in 1881-2 articles on 
the “Criminal Liability of ,the Hundred,” an interesting bit of 
research into Danelaw; in 1883, papers on HERBERT SPENCER’S 








* Collected Papers of Frederic William Maitland, Dow ing Professor of the Laws of 


England. Edited by H. A. L, Fisher. Cambridge; at ¢ye University Press. Three 
volumes, 19]1, 
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“ Tdeal State” and “Law of Equal Liberty,” and on the “Early 
History of Malice Aforethought.’ 

In 1884 came the change to Cambridge, with the deliberate inten- 
tion to devote himself to legal history, followed by the foundation 
of the Selden Society in 1866-7. The papers for 1885-1888 mark 
the direction of the change—ey., “The Seisin of Chattels,” “ The 
Mystery of Seisin,” “The Beatitude of Seisin,” “Apostasy at 
Common Law,” “The Suitors of the County Court ”—suggestive 
researches into some of the important foundations of English law, 
but so far isolated fragments. 

In 1888 came the appointment to the Downing Professorship of 
the Laws of England, and thereupon the veil is finally thrown aside : 
the lifework openly avowed. The inaugural lecture of 1888 is 
“Why the History of English Law is not Written”; and in the 
following year are issued two of the most important of all the 
papers, “ The Materials for English Legal History down to the 
time of Henry VIII.” in the Political Science Quarterly, and “The 
History of the Register of Original Writs,” in the Harvard Law 
Review. In the same two years were published the first two 
volumes of the publications of the Selden Society—“ Selected Pleas 
of the Crown” and “Select Pleas in Manorial Courts,” which may 
be looked upon as illustrations of how to use the materials 
indicated. 

All this was leading up to the next ilandmark—1895—when Marr- 
LAND published, in rather nominal co-operation with Sir Freperick 
Potock, the well-known “History of English Law down to the time 
of Edward I.” But in the intervening years he had published the 
whole of the papers contained in the second volume of this collec- 
tion, of which the most important for his purpose after those already 
mentioned are perhaps “ A Conveyancer of the Thirteenth Century,” 
“ History from the Charter Roll,” “The History of a Cambridge- 
shire Manor,” and “Outlines of English Legal History 560-1600.” 
All are concerned with branches of specially English law, except two 
— “The Gild Merchant,” and “ Tenures in Roussillon and Namur,” in 
which he was introducing to English readers the work of Ameri- 
can and French writers, fellow workers on similar lines. 

The publication of the history was immediately followed by the 
formal appointment of Professor MAITLAND as literary director of the 
Selden Society, and in the last ten years of his life the launching of 
that society on its edition of the Year Books of Edward IL., of which 
he wrote three volumes, looms very large. But the third volume of 
these papers covers the same period, and is marked by similar indus- 
try over an even wider range of subjects than before. Many concern 
the legal effects of the English Reformation (a subject which he 
treated in Lord Acton’s Cambridge Modern History), on “ Canon Law 
in England,” “ The Corporation Sole,” “ The Crown as Corporation ” ; 
and soto the general law of corporations, and guas?-corporations— 
“unincorporate bodies! inanimate souls!” as he exclaims. And 
here the man who had explored “The Origin of Uses” in Saxon 
and Norman times finds the final cause of “Trusts” in modern 
times in their capacity to give to families and partnerships and 
institutions of all kinds a guas?-corporate existence in elusive defiance 
of the common law theory of corporations. More than half 
of this volume is taken up with different branches of this subtle 
and brilliant diagnosis. In the rest he is still occupied with 
the congenial introduction to English readers of foreign co-operators 
in the history of law, and especially English law, such as GIERKE, 
REICHEL, LIEBERMANN, and recalling in generous obituary notices the 
debts we owe to men like Srupss, Lord Acton, Henry Sipewick, 
and Leste SterHen. Also the voice of the law reformer is not 
silent. The man who was the most learned of all in the history of 
real property and real actions still pleads in 1901 for the abolition of 
a separate law of real property. In his “Survey of the Century” he 
declares that the reign of William IV. is the portion which stands 
out as really great in the sweeping away of useless and pernicious 
lumber ; that most of the more recent changes in real property law 
are only a “tinkering of the untinkerable,” marked by a want of 
courage to realize “the mischief that is done by the retention of 
worn-out theories and obsolescent ideas.” 

The man who of all others was insisting on the study of judge-made 
law from the earliest year book to the latest report, was also to 
register in his last published paper, “The Making of the German 
Civil Code,” his conviction that the simplification and codification 
of English law are a primary necessity of our time. In this respect 
we may quote two sentences from the “Survey of a Century” which 
summarize his views on the object of the study of legal history : 
“Strenuous endeavours to improve the law are not impeded but for- 
warded by a zealous study of legal history To-day we study 
the day before yesterday, in order that yesterday may not paralyse 
to-day, and to-day may not paralyse to-morrow.” 








It is announced that Mr. Ignatius O’Brien, K.C., Second Serjeant- 
at-Law, has been appointed Solicitor-General in Ireland in the place 
of Mr, Charles O'Connor, K.C., appointed Attorney-General, 





Reviews. 
Real Property. 


CHatuis’ Law or Reat Property, CuHrerty In RELATION TO 
CONVEYANCING. Tarrp Epririon. By Crartes Sweet, 
Barrister-at- Law. Butterworth & Co. 

_The new edition of Mr. Challis’s work possesses a peculiar interest for 

us, inasmuch as the author, both before and after he attained celebrity 

as one of the most profound real property lawyers of his day, was a 

frequent contributor to this journal, and some of the points 

mentioned in the work were then subjects of discussion. It is cheer- 
ing to find that learning, ability, and clear exposition are sufficient 
to bring a book into fame without the employment of trumpets to 
herald its appearance. Mr. CHALLIS was at the antipodes to the 
modern advertising law writer. His book—which was originally 
designed as an introduction to Hood and Challis on the Conveyancing 
and Settled Land Acts—was republished in 1885, with large additions, 
as a separate treatise, with, as we happen to know, many searchings 
of heart as to its success. It appeared in a very unattractive form ; 
was little advertised, and in his graceful and modest preface the 
author intimated that he would have little right to complain “if his 
readers should skim lightly over his sentences with <a thought of 
the pains it cost to frame them.” Yet this book, in its second edition, 
came to be cited by the Court of Appeal as a recognized authority : 

see Savill Brothers (Limited) v. Bethell (1902, 2 Ch., at p. 540)—a 

testimony to the value of the book which we think Mr. Sweet has 

overlooked ; and in Re T'rustees of Hollis’ Hospital (1899, 2 Ch., at 

p. 551), Byrne, J., in his judgment describes the work as “the 

comparatively recent, although most valuable, book of the late Mr. 

Challis (whose loss we all regret).” 

We rejoice to find that Mr. Sweet, to whose competent hands the 
preparation of the present edition has been committed, has adopted 
the wise course of reprinting verbatim Mr. Challis’s text and notes, 
adding in square brackets such additions or corrections as the 
editor deems necessary. On some points, as might be expected, Mr. 
Sweet dissents from the views expressed in the book : in particular, 
at pp. 48-58 there will be found an elaborate and, we think, con- 
vincing, disquisition on the true nature of incorporeal heredita- 
ments, easements, New River shares and titles of honour, which 
deserves attentive perusal. On the other hand, the editor defends 
his author’s views as to whether the Rule against Perpetuities applies 
to certain common law interests, in face of the jn in Re 
T'rustees of Hollis’ Hospital (1899, 2 Ch. 540), and Re Ashforth 
(1905, 1 Ch. 535). Generally speaking, we think that the book 
has been carefully and judiciously edited ; recent decisions of import- 
ance are noticed ; the book is not overloaded with citations of cases, 
and the editor’s additions are terse and clearly expressed. The book 
is, moreover, now presented in a very attractive form both as to cover, 
type, and paper. 





Laws of England. 


Tue Laws or ENGLAND. Berne a CoMPLETE STATEMENT OF THE 
Wuo.te Laws or Enctanp. By the Rt. Hon, Ear or 
Hatssury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 1885-86, 
1886-92, 1895-1905, and other Lawyers. Vol. XVIL.: InpusTRIAL, 
PROVIDENT, AND SIMILAR Societies ; INFANTS AND CHILDREN ; 
InHABITED House Duty ; Insunction ; INNS AND INNKEEPERS ; 
InsURANCE ; INTERPLEADER. Butterworth & Co. 


The leading articles in this volume of the Laws of England are 
those on Infants and Children, of which the joint authors are Judge 
Tindal Atkinson, Mr. P. V. Smith (Chancellor of the Diocese of 
Manchester), and Messrs. E. Knowles Corrie and Cecil A. Hunt ; 
Injunction, by Mr. Peterson, K.C., and Mr. C. J. Parton ; Insurance, 
by Mr. Arthur Cohen, K.C., assisted by Messrs. B. A. Cohen and 
C. L. Chute ; and Interpleader, by Master Archibald and Mr. R. E. 
Ross. The article on Infants covers a wide area and contains a full 
statement of the law relating to the rights and liabilities of infants 
in respect of contracts, torts, and property ; the rights and duties of 
parents and guardians ; and the statutor — relating to the 
employment and protection of infants, children and young persons. 
In regard to so-called contracts for necessaries, which alone are 
binding on infants, it is still unsettled what is the real nature of 
the obligation, whether it is based on contract or on a duty outside 
contract to pay in respect of needs satisfied, and a note at p. 67 calls 
attention to the current views on this question. The rights of 
parents in respect of the custody of children have been the subject 
of numerous recent decisions, which are collected at pp. 105 to 110 ; 
and the recent provision for the establishment of juvenile courts is 
duly noted ai p, 178. 

The procedure by injunction is one of the most powerful weapons 
of the law, and the modern practice has witnessed its extensive 
development, Originally an equitable process only, it is pow in 
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daily use both on the common law and equity sides of the High 
Court, and there is a tendency—at least in infringement cases— 
to employ it too freely. At the outset of the article on this remedy, 
the recent change by which the court, when it grants a mandatory 
injunction, has the sense to do so'in plain terms, is pointed out, and the 
article in successive sections deals with the nature of the remedy ; 
the general conditions of relief ; the parties against whom and the 
purposes for which it will be granted ; and the mode of procedure and 
other incidental matters. The enumeration of the purposes for which 
an injunction will be granted necessarily leads to the statement of 
various points of substantive law. Thus injunctions at the suit of 
charterers from the mortgagor against mortgagees of ships depend on 
recent authorities as to the power of a mortgagor in possession to 
grant a charter party (p. 251), but the matter is not unduly elaborated 
and is left to the appropriate title, Shipping and Navigation. At 
pp. 276-282 will be found a useful statement of the procedure on er 
parte applications, and of the evidence required on motion or 
summons for an injunction. 

The article on Insurance occupies some 250 pages, and includes 
Marine, Fire, Life and Accident Insurance. On all these branches 
of the subject it forms a detailed treatise. In marine insurance, for 
instance, the nature of a total loss, actual and constructive, is stated 
at pp. 471-476 ; in fire insurance, the relative rights of vendor and 
purchaser, and of mortgagor and mortgagee are explained at pp. 
520-522 ; and in life insurance, the rules as to lien on policies for 
premiums paid by a third party laid down in Re Leslie (23 Ch. D. 
552) and Falrke vy. Scottish Insurance Co, (34 Ch. D. 234), are usefully 
stated at p. 563. The article on Interpleader is a comprehensive 
treatise on a subject of much importance to practitioners. 


The volume also contains short but sufficient articles on Industrial, 
Provident and Similar Societies by Sir Edward Brabrook, the late 
Chief Registrar of Friendly Societies, and Mr. Cecil A. Hunt; on 
Inhabited House Duty by Sir Francis Gore, late Solicitor to the 
Inland Revenue; and on Inns and Innkeepers by Mr. Justice 
Pickford and Mr. R. M. Montgomery. Industrial and other 
societies are liable to be confounded with friendly societies, but 
their object is the carrying on of co-operative business rather than 
insurance, and they have their own statutes. The rules as to dis- 
position by nomination of sums not exceeding £100 are important 
in practice, and will be found at p.17. The liability of innkeepers 
for the goods of their guests is a matter which dates back to very 
early law (Calye’s Case, 8 Co. Rep. 32), and both the authorities and 
the modern statutory limitation are stated at pp. 314-322. The 
volume maintains the reputation of its predecessors for the detailed 
treatment of the various subjects and the fulness of the citation of 
authorities. 





Contracts. 


LEAKE’s PrRincipLe or THE LAw or Contracts. Srxta Eprrion. 


By A. E. RANDALL. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This is the third edition, out of the six editions of the book, that 
has been brought out by Mr. Randall. Leake on Contracts is well 
known as a standard work, and elaborate description of the present 
volume is not necessary. The number of cases cited is enormous 
and the statements embodying them are necessarily extremely com- 
pressed. We have not found it easy to light on any points for serious 
criticism, but there are matters which may furnish material for im- 
provements in a future edition. Guided by Mr. Randall’s interesting 
and instructive remarks on Cooke v. Oxley in the preface, we endea- 
voured to find some reference to the proposition for which Cooke Vv 
Oxley is usually cited—that a promise to keep open an offer for sale is 
not binding as being without consideration. The index however did 
not help, and as Cooke v. Orley itself is not to be found in the table of 
cases, we discovered nothing on the subject. Several tests of the 
index in other directions also resulted unfavourably and we think 
that Mr. Randall’s new index is not the best part of the new 
edition. The next edition might also well contain a table of 
statutes. This is the more essential, as some statutes are cited 
by their short titles, others by regnal year and chapter but few 
by both. Is it correct to say (p. 554) that section 11 of the Married 
Women’s Property Act “re-enacts” section 10 of the Act of 1870 ? 
There are several points of difference between the two enactmen ts. 
On p. 548 the case of Hyams v. Stuart King (1908, 2 K B €06) 
is cited for the proposition that “ where there is a mon Pores Based in 
and a fresh promise can be inferred, a cheque or bill can be used 
as evidence of an account stated.” This is, of course, a very much 
compressed statement of the points decided. In view of the man 
cases since Hyams v. Stuart King, in which an attempt has be 4 
made (often successfully) to enforce payment of a cheque siven fo 
agambling debt through the medium of a “new considesntion “ - 
rather expected to find this matter further elaborated. A small 
misprint in the preface may possibly lead to some confusion The 
Marine Insurance Act, 1906, is evidently intended, ; 








Equity. 

Bretrs Leapinc Cases IN Mopern Equity. Firrn EpItton. 
By J. A. SHEARwooD, Barrister-at-Law, and WauTER Gray Hart, 
LL.D., Solicitor. Butterworth & Co. 

Besides treating pointedly of “modern” equity, this book is 
“modern” in another respect. The ancient method of preparing a 
volume of leading cases was to give a verbatim report of each leading 
case, as witnessed by Smith’s Leading Cases, the first book of the 
kind. The modern method is to give a short summary or expanded 
head note of each leading case, and if this method is a good one the 
present volume is a useful text-book for students, as giving them in 
a compendious form the means of obtaining a wide outlook on the 
doctrines and law of equity jurisprudence. The counter-balancing 
disadvantage is that the student may possibly neglect his White and 
Tudor. Asa supplement to White and Tudor’s Leading Cases this 
smaller volume is of great value, though habitual use of it is the 
only satisfactory way of testing the merits of the present edition as 
compared with those brought out by the author. We say this, 
because, with regard to very “modern” cases, we have lighted on 
one omission and one mistake. Re Nisbet and Potts’ Contract 
(1906, 1 Ch. 386) is summarized on p. 226, and in the notes the 
ease of Milch v. Coburn is referred to. But the proposition there 
stated gives only the decision of Joycr, J., which was reversed in 
the Court of Appeal, as reported in this journal (22nd of April last). 
The Court of Appeal’s decision is reported both in 55 Soxicrrors’ 
JouRNAL 441, and in 27 T. L. R. 372. On p. 159, Adams v. Angell 
(5 Ch. D. 634, on merger of charges) is summarized. On looking 


through the notes we expected to find a reference to Capital and 
Counties Bank v. Rhodes (1903, 1 Ch. 631), which is important as 
being a recent case, and relating to merger of estates generally as 
well as specifically to registered land. But, so far as we can discover, 
this case is not cited at all. 





Evidence. 
Tur Law or Evipence. By Sipney L. Pureson. Firra EpIirion. 

Stevens & Haynes. 

Phipson on Evidence is remarkable for two things: the author 
himself is responsible for a fifth edition of his book ; the utility and 
handiness of the book for the practitioner are aided in an unusual 
degree by the mechanical resources of the printer. One may safely 
say that only books in the front rank of text-books come out in 
successive editions so rapidly as to allow of the author supervising 
half-a-dozen editions. With regard to the special aid of the printer, 
the use of type of various sizes and thicknesses to indicate heads and 
divisions of the subject-matter is an enormous help to the rapid 
discovery and examination of any particular passage. The present 
edition appears to have been brought well up to date in the matter 
of cases and statutes. A recent case in the courts has led us 
to turn to the index for references to passing-off cases. On page 
54 it is stated (by way of illustration) that witnesses may 
not be asked whether the defendant’s trade name so nearly resem- 
bled the plaintiff's as to be calculated to deceive. A reference to 
Bourne v. Swan & Edgar (1903, 1 Ch. 211) might well have been 
given, with a limitation on the above proposition. It was there laid 
down by Farwell, J., that though a witness may not be asked whether 
“the public” would be likely to be deceived, he may be asked 
whether he himself would be deceived. Accordingly, it has been 
recently held, where the right to exhibit the Royal Arms over a place 
of business was challenged, that a witness who often passed the 
place may be asked what was the conclusion in his mind arising 
from the fact of this exhibition of the Royal Arms. This will no 
doubt be duly noted in the next edition. Meanwhile, so far as we have 
tested it, we have nothing but commendation to bestow on the 


present edition. 


LEADING CASES AND STATUTES ON THE LAw oF EvipENcE. By 
Ernest Cocke, Barrister-at-Law. Seconp Epition. Sweet & 


Maxwell. 

Of all the collections of leading cases compiled for the use of 
students with which we are acquainted, this book of Mr. Cockle’s 
is, in our opinion, far and away the best. The student who picks 
up the principles of the English law of evidence from these readable 
and logical pages has an enormous advantage over a generation of 
predecessors who toiled through the compressed sentences of 
Stephens’ little digest in 4 painful effort to grasp its meaning. 
Mr. Cockle teaches his subject in the only way in which a brane 
of law so highly abstract can ever be grasped ; he arranges the 
principal rules of evidence in lngical order, but he puts forward each 
in the shape of a leading case which illustrates it. Just enough of 
the headnote, the facts, and the judgments are selected and set out 
to explain the point fully with ut boring the reader ; and the notes 
appended to the cases contain all the additional information that 


anyone can require in ordinary practice. 
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Tur Justices’ Hanpsook or THE LAw or Evipence. By W. C. 
Maupk, B.C.L., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell. 


This little book is an elementary account of the law of evidence, 
written by a Chancery barrister for the benefit of justices of the 
yeace. The author says—not quite in these words of course—that he 
on done his best to solve the difficult task of adapting his subject 
to the capacity of justices. The book, however, although elementary, 


is thorough in its grasp of principle and severely practical. The 


cases chosen are quite the best ones to illustrate the points ex- 
pounded ; and some subjects, such as mens rea as an ingredient in 
the essence of crime, are really admirably explained. In addition 
to an appendix on the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, there are six 
short tedans in the book; one on the nature of evidence, two 
more which explain what facts may be proved and how they 
may be proved, a fourth on the competency of witnesses, a fifth on 
examination, and a sixth on special classes of cases, where the rules 
of evidence are abnormal. A good little book, and well worth the 
careful perusal of the unpaid justice. 





The Stamp Acts. 


Tue Stamp Laws. Betne tHe Stamp Acts oF 1891: WITH THE 
Acts AMENDING AND EXTENDING THE SAME, INcLUDING THE 
FINANCE (1909-10) Act, 1910, AND THE Revenue Act, 1911. 
ToGeTHER WITH OTHER Acts [mMposING oR RELATING TO STAMP 
Dutres ON INSTRUMENTS, OR GRANTING EXEMPTIONS FROM STAMP 
Duties, AND Notes oF THE DectpeD Cases ; ALSo AN INTRODUC- 
TION AND AN APPENDIX CONTAINING TABLES SHEWING THE 
COMPARISON WITH THE ANTECEDENT Law. By Sir NATHANIEL 
J. HiauMorg, Barrister-at-Law, Solicitor for His Majesty’s Customs 
and Excise ; and from 1890 to 1903 .Assistant Solicitor of Inland 
Revenue. Tuirp Eprrion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Recent changes in stamp duties make it desirable to have text- 
books brought up to date and the new edition of this work will be 
useful. It deals in Part I. with the Stamp Duties Management Act, 
1891; in Part II. with the duties imposed by the Stamp Acts ; in 
Part ILI. with miscellaneous provisions as to stamp duties ; and in 
Part IV. with exemptions. The adjudication of duties is a matter of 
daily occurrence in a solicitor’s practice, and it is convenient to find in 
the notes to section 12 of the Stamp Act, 1891, the Inland Revenue 
circular of 1897 as to the official requirements. The alterations 
made in the duties on conveyances on sale and leases by the Finance 
Act, 1910, and the new duty on voluntary dispositions inter vivos, 
are duly stated, and reference i3 also made to section 15 of the 
Revenue Act, 1911, which amends the error made in the Act of 1910 in 
applying to premiums on leeses the double conveyance duty without 
exempting premiums under £500. In County of Durham Electrical 
Power Co. v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1909, 2 K. B. 604) the 
point was raised whether electrical energy was “ goods, wares, or 
merchandise ” for the purpose of exemption from stamp dutyon agree 
ments ; but the Legislature at once intervened, and by section 19 of the 
Electric Lighting Act, 1909, included electrical energy under this 
class. Another recent statutory change which is noticed is contained 
in section 8 of the Revenue Act, 1909, which over-ruled British Hlec- 
trie Traction Co. v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1902, 1K.B.4 11), 
and made covenants in leases for further payments liable to ad valorem 
duty, notwithstanding section 77 of the Stamp Act, 1891. Notice is 
also taken of Karl of Mount Edgeumbe v. Inland Revenue Commissioners 
as to stamps on leases for lives, but the reference to the Law Reports 
(1911, 2 K. B, 24) is not given. The book has been carefully brought 


up to date, and forms a convenient guide to the stamp duties. 





Bankruptcy and Bills of Sale. 


Bankruptcy AND Bitis or Sate. An “A B C” ov tHE Law, 
INCLUDING PracTicAL NOTES ON THE PREPARATION OF DEEDs oF 
ARRANGEMENT AND STATEMENT OF AFFAIRS. TOGETHER WITH 
Numerous Forms. By W. VALENTINE Batt, M.A., Barrister 
at-Law. Srconp Eprrion, Revised and Enlarged. Sir Isaac 
Pitman & Sons (Limited). 

This book, as its title indicates, deals with its subject according 
to alphabetical arrangement ; and under successive headings, such as 
“ Accounts of Trustee,” “Acts of Bankruptcy,” “ Disclaimer of 
Onerous Property,” “ Meetings of Creditors,” “Proof of Debts,” and 
“Secured Creditor,” it discusses the leading points which arise in 
practice in bankruptcy. Exhaustive treatment is not to be looked 
for, but clear and practical exposition is given, and the leading cases 
are referred to. Thus under “ Acts of Bankruptcy,” Crook v. Morley 
(1891, A. C. 316) is cited and the circumstances shortly stated, and 
other more recent decisions are given ; and under “ Disclaimer ” the 
provisions of the Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 and 1890 are classified, and 
their effect as to vesting orders and other matters explained. The 
forms appended to this and other heads will be found useful. With 
respect to after-acquired property, which is dealt with at pp. 32 





and 259, the citation of cases, might, perhaps, have been fuller, for 
the anomalous nature of the law on this point—especially with 
regard to the distinction between real and personal property—has 
been frequently noticed of recent years ; but in general a judicious 
selection seems to have been made of the authorities so as not to 
overload a book which is primarily intended for ready reference. 





> . “qe 
Employers’ Liability. 

Emp.oyers’ LIABILITY TO THEIR SERVANTS AT ComMon LAW AND 
Unper THE EmpLoyers’ Liapitity Act, 1880, AND THE 
WorkMEN’s Compensation Act, 1906. By C. Y. C. Dawsarn, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fourta Eprrion. Stevens & Sons. 


There is never any end to the making of books on the law of 
Workmen’s Compensation. Mr. Dawbarn’s book shares with the 
works of Ruegg, Beven, and Parsons the reputation of being a reliable 
and trustworthy guide to the Act. In the present edition the author 
has tried what is a somewhat bold experiment to make with a 
successful text-book. He has entirely remodelled its arrangement ; 
where formerly the subject-matter was commented on in a series of 
logically arranged chapters, he has transferred it into an annotated 
edition of the Acts, each section being dealt with in turn. Perhaps, 
however, in a book intended for ready reference in court, some such 
change had become necessary if it was to retain its utility in competi- 
tion with other rival works so arranged. It is not easy to say any- 
thing new on these statutes, unless we quote the author's caustic 
remark—“ In Zomalin v. Pearson (1909) 2 K. B. 63, it was urged an 
Act of this character should be construed generously. It has been.” 

Mr. Dawbarn’s book is one of the most readable of law-books ; and 
readableness is not attained by the sacrifice of thoroughness. 





The Housing of the Working Classes. 


Tne Housinc oF THE WorKING CLassEs AcTs, 1890-1909, AND 
Town PLanninc. By Cuartes E. Atay, Barrister-at-Law, and 
Francis J. ALLAN, M.D. Tutrp Eprrion. Butterworth & Co. ; 
Shaw «& Sons. 

The various Acts, extending from 1890 to 1900, relating to the 
housing of the working classes, have been amended, and made more 
complex than ever, since the second edition of this book was published, 
by two more Acts. One of these is the Housing of the Working 
Classes Act, 1903, and the other bears the singular short title of 
“The Housing, ‘Town Planning Act, &e., 1909.” The subject of town 
planning is altogether new, and the whole mass of this legislation 
has become extraordinarily complicated. The present edition deals 
with the new matter. The book is not, of course, of any great 
interest to the general lawyer, but we imagine every town clerk and 
adviser to municipal and local authorities concerned with the 
administration of these Acts will find some such guide indispensable. 
An appendix contains the Town Planning Procedure Regulations of 
the 3rd of May, 1910, with circulars of the same date, issued by the 


Local Government Board. 
, 





Domicil. 


Tue Law or DomiciLe IN ITs RELATION TO SUCCESSION, AND THE 
Docrrine or Renvor. By Norman Bentwicu, Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). ° 
This is substantially the Yorke Prize Essay for 1910, and some very 

recent cases in the English courts have been added, bringing the 

book quite up-to-date. The subject of domicil is well and accurately 
treated within the limits laid down, and this small volume should 
form a useful supplement to the larger works on domicil. In 
chapter VIII. the Renvoi doctrine is dealt with. We think Mr. 

Pawley Bate’s pamphlet on this difficult subject (published in 1904) 

deserved more than the one passing reference to it made on p. 178, 

With Professor Westlake, and against most other writers, Mr. Bent- 

wich prefers ‘ domicile” to “domicil.” We prefer “domicil,” as 

adopted by Professor Dicey, Sir Francis Piggott, and Mr. Pawley 

Bate, if only that it gives a distinctively English spelling and so 

effectually distinguishes it from the French domicile. 





Civil Law of Ceylon. 


A Digest or THe Civit Law or Cryton. By P. ARUNACHALAM, 
Barrister-at-Law. Vou. I. Stevens & Haynes. 
Mr. Arunachalam is a member of the English bar as well as the 
Ceylon Legislative Council, and his undertaking will be welcomed by 
all who take an interest in scientific Nagins. Sage Ma This statement 





of the law of Ceylon is in form a code, only differing from a 
code in not huving legislative sanction, accompanied by a 
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commentary on each article. For its production, as for many 
of the real codes that have appeared in the civilized world 
recently, the German Civil Code is largely responsible. In rela- 
tion to the law of Ceylon the present work (of which only one 
volume has yet appeared) may be compared to the digest of English 
Civil Law which is now being published in Germany, and (in a 
translation) simultaneously in England under the editorship of Mr. 
Jenks. Each may very well form the basis of a code to be enacted 
as statute law. The law of Ceylon is peculiarly difficult, in that, 
while the foundatidn is Roman-Dutch, a vast mass of English com 
mercial law, and indeed property law as well, has been engrafted on 
to the original stock. In his commentary the author, we think, does 
not always state clearly enough what is merely English law and 
what has been taken over as Ceylon law. Of five books, into 
which the whole of the civil law is to be divided, the 
present volume only contains part of Book I., the law relating to 
persons. There is much in the present volume of great interest even 
to English lawyers, and there is also something to criticize. We are 
surprised to find no mention of Bank of Africa v. Cohen (1909, 2 Ch. 
139), where Roman-Dutch law came before an English court. On 
the other hand, it is difficult to see the relevance of a statute of the 
United Kingdom which applies to Scotland only (p. 22). Then there 
are references to “ Burge” and “ Dicey” which are not intelligible— 
old editions apparently being cited of the Commentaries on Foreign 
and Colonial Laws and the Conflict of Laws. Those who have 
experienced the difficulty of proving a signature affixed by a rubber 
stamp will note with interest that in Ceylon the Governor is expressly 
authorized to sign Crown grants by means of a rubber stamp 
(Appendix, p. xc.) There isa piece of information on page 33 which 
will be new to many members of the English bar. The Inns of 
Court, one knows, are not corporations, but it is certainly not gener- 
ally understood that they nevertheless have seals. Mr. y Ack a nl 
says (on p. 33), speaking of corporations: “The seal is not conclusive 
of the corporate character. The Inns of Court, e.g., have common 
seals, but they are only voluntary societies, not corporations.” We 
were inclined to think this reference to the seal of an Inn a mistake, 
but find on inquiry it is not. The Inns do have seals, but the only 
use to which the seal is ever put is to be affixed to the certificate of 
standing which is given to any member who may be going abroad 
and require evidence of his identity. 





Announcements. 


Messrs. Jorpan & Soys announce the approaching publication 
(being the twenty-ninth year of publication) of The Companies’ 
Diary and Agenda Book for 1912. Edited by Herbert W. Jordan 
(Author of “A B C Guide to The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908,” and Joint Author of “ The Companies Act, 1907, Annnotated ”), 
and Jesse H. Davenport, Company Registration Agents, and Directors 
of Jordan & Sons (Limited).—Also the Third Edition of Probate 
and Administration in Common Form and Contentious Business. 
By W. John Dixon, B.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. With a “ Fore- 
word” by the Right Hon. Sir 8S. T. Evans, President of the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division. 


Books of the Week. 


Laws of England.—The Laws of England, being a Complete 
Statement of the Whole Law of England. By The Rt. Hon. The 
Eart or Hatssury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
1885-86, 1886-92, and 1895-1905 and other Lawyers. Vol. XVIII: 
Intoxicating Liquors, Judgments and Orders, Juries, Land Improve- 
ment, Land Tax, Landlord and Tenant, Libel and Slander. | 
Butterworth & Co. 


Death Duties.—The Acts relating to Estate, Increment Value 
(on death), Legacy, Succession and Probate Duties. By (the late) 
Aurrep Hanson, Barrister-at-Law, Comptroller of nee and 
Succession Duties. Sixth Edition. By Francis H. L. Erriyerton, 
M.A., Barrister-at Law. Stevens & Haynes. 





Constitutional History.—English Constitutional History 
from the Teutonic Conquest to the Present Time. By Tuomas Pirr 
TASWELL-LANGMEAD, B.C.L. Oxon. Seventh Edition. Revised 
throughout with Notes. By Pair A. Asaworts, Dr. Juris, M.A. ' 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 








At the Westminster County Court on Tuesday, says the Z'imes, 
during the progress of a case, a member of the Bar took his seat at 
the barristers’ table without having donned his gown. The Judge : 
**I cannot see you, but I understand that you wish to apply to me for 
a postponement in your case.’’ Counsel: “I beg your Honour’'s 
pardon; I will go and put on my gown.’’ The barrister was about to | 
retire into the robing-room when his Honour observed, ‘‘ However, I 
will grant your application without seeing you.” 


Correspondence. 


The Revenue Act, 1911. 
{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Under section 2 of the Revenue Act, 1911, an owner of 
property obtains protection when he has given more for the property 
than the original site value, provided that he gives notice witbin 
three months after the original site value has been finally settled. 

In the case with which I have just been dealing the owner died 
before the provisional valuation had been made by the Government 
valuers. As soon as the valuation was completed, notice was given 
that the deceased owner paid more for the land than the original 
site value as settled under the Finance Act. To this the Govern- 
ment valuer replied that as the owner was dead the benefit of section 
2 of the Revenue Act, 1911, did not apply to the trustees of the 
deceased owner. y 

The result of this is that by the delay of the Government in 
making their valuation the deceased owner and his estate lose the 
benefit of section 2, and the Government benefit by their own delay 

This point may interest some of your readers, and deserves further 
discussion, but it cannot be settled until a claim for duty is made in 
such a case. oe R. 

[See observations under the head of “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S./.] 





Mortgagees’ Costs. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—A mortgage in usual form was executed in 1907, and in 1911 
the mortgagee gave the usual notice calling in principal and 
interest, and that if not paid at the end of three months the mort- 
gaged property would be sold. On the last day of the three months 
the mortgagor paid principal, interest and costs ; the latter included 
the items :— 

Ss. dad. 


Instructions for notice to pay off... a ~~ 3 0 
Drawing same—fos. 2 ... bk Pea ia “u -—_ 
Fair copy in duplicate... — ... ae “oe - 2 4 
Writing you therewith for signature ... eee i 
Service on mortgagor ... me is a 3 8 
Writing informing you ... ose ose i se © © 
Writing mortgagor reminding him notice expired on 

15th inst. eee eee eee eee pn on ws © 


Total £1 10 10 


And these items the mortgagor paid under protest as not being 
chargeable against him but against the mortgagee. 

Were these charges payable by mortgagor or by mortgagee ? 
What authorities on the point are there ? “ REDEMPTION.” 

Oct. 17. 

[We are not aware of any authority as to these particular cost~, 
but the general principle is that a mortgagee is entitled to be 
indemnified to the extent that he acts reasonably as mortgagee 
(Detillin v. Gale, 7 Ves., p. 585 ; National Provincial Bank of England v. 
Eames, 31 Ch. D. 582), and this seems to cover the costs of notice 
to pay off. The mortgagee is entitled, of course, to give it, and 
he gives it as mortgagee.—Ep. S.J.] 








New Orders, &c. 


Small Holdings and Allotments Act, 1908. 
Costs or VENDoRs ok Lessors. 


The following circular has been issued by the Board of Agricul- 
ture and Fisheries to the Clerks of County Councils and Town 
Clerks of County Boroughs :— ; 

Sir,—I am directed by the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries to 
call your attention to certain questions that arise with reference to 
bills of costs incurred by vendors or lessors in connection with 
proceedings for the aoguaiion - an ow the above Act, which 
é resented to County Councils for payment. 
wT 1e amount of these Bills may be repayable by the Board under 


section 21 of the Act, and it is desirable, therefore, that they should 
‘in all cases be submitted to the Board before 


yment, in order 
that the Board may consider whether the bills should be referred 
to taxation, or, if not, to what extent they can be repaid by the 


' Board. 


In view, however, of the fact that the Clerk of the Council 
necessarily has full cognizance of the matters to which the bills 
refer, and of the circumstances under which the various charges 
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included therein have been incurred, the Board would be obliged 
if, before submitting bills to the Board, you would review them in 


priaciple and in detail, and make any observations which may occur | 


to you as to the propriety of the charges made. 

The Board will then consider the bills in the light of your obser- 
vations thereon, when, if it should appear that any items cannot 
prop:rly be approved or are not repayable by the Board, the bills 


will be referred back to you. Any objections, of which notice is | 
any given by the Council to the vendor's or lessor’s | 
0 


solicitors, should be put forward as those of the Council and not 


those of the Board, since it.is to the Council and not to the Board | 


that the vendors or lessors look for payment of their costs. The 
Board think it desirable to avoid as far as possible a position in 


which the deductions would be reviewed or discussed as between | 


the Board and parties with whom they are not concerned. 


Where a Clerk of a Council is entitled to charge for legal work | 


in addition to his salary, any bills for such work in connection with 
Small Holdings should be submitted to the Board before presenta - 
tion to the Council, if it is intended subsequently to reclaim the 
amount from the Board under section 21 of the Act. 
I am, Sir, 
Your obedient Servant, 
T. H. Etxiort, Secretary. 
Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, 
4, Whitehall Place, London, 8. W. 
30th September, 1911. 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 
Winding-up—Floating Charge—‘ Cash.”—Section 212 of 
the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, invalidates floating charges 
created by acompany within three months before the commencement 
of its winding-up, unless the company was solvent when (or after) the 
charge was created, or except to the amount of cash paid to the com- 
pany for the charge and 5 per cent. interest. This provision is aimed 


at the creation of debentures to secure past debts. It applies to | 


debentures created in favour of persons who, having previously guar 
anteed a past debt, advance the cash to pay it off less than three 
months before the winding-up. Such “cash” is not cash which will 


swell the assets of the company ; it is a merely nominal accession of 


wealth—Re Orvteans Motor Company, Limrrep (Parker, J., 
March 29) (1911, 2 Ch. 41). 

Commission for Subscribing—Private Company.—Section 
89 (1) (2) of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, prohibits the 
payment of a commission in consideration of ania, or pro 
curing subscriptions, to a company, except under certain conditions. 
This provision applies to private as well as to public companies, 
even though the public cannot be misled into a private company by 


the non-disclosure of commissions.— DoMINION or CANADA GENERAL | 


TRADING AND INVESTMENT SYNDICATE v. BricstockeE (K. B. Div. 
Ct., June 16) (55 Soticrrors’ JouRNAL, 633 ; 1911, 2 K. B. 648). 

Debenture—Construction—Prospectus.—The court will not 
look at the prospectus of a company to determine the construction 
of a debenture which, on the face of it, contains all the terms on 
which it wasissued. Nor is a transferee of the debenture bound by 
any personal equity which might arise out of the application of his 
predecessor in title on the terms of the prospectus —Rr TEWKEs- 
BpURY Gas Company: Tysoz v. Tug Company (Parker, J., June 21) 
(55 Soticrrors’ JoURNAL 616 ; 1911, 2 Ch. 279). 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court. of Appeal. 


DAVIES v. GILLESPIE. No. 2. 17th Oct. 

Mastek AND SeRvVANT—WorkKMEN’s ComPENSATION—ACCIDENT—SuN- 
sTROKE—ACCIDENT ARISING OUT .OF EMPLOYMENT—WORKMEN’S Com- 
PENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 18), s. 1. 

s . 
A workman who, by reason of his employment is exposed to abnormal 
risks of weather, is entitled to compensation in respect of an injury 
incurred by sunstroke. 








Appeal from the judge of the county court of Lancashire, held at 
Salford, sitting as arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. | 


The applicant was the first officer in the s.s Barnton, and on thi 


Slst of May, 1910, while the ~~ was in harbour at Hayti, in the West | 


Indies, he was superintending the loading of cargo. For this purpose 
he was posted on a portion of the steel deck, which was unprotected 
by any awning, from _6 a.m. to 11 a.m., with an interval of half an 
hour for breakfast, and he was compelled to lean over a hatchway 


during this period to superintend the work. At 11 a.m. he was taken 
ill with sunstroke, which resulted in atrophy of the optic nerves. As 
a result of this one of his eyes was totally blinded, and his other eye 
only retained a fourth part of the normal vision. In these circumstances 
the county court judge awarded him £1 a week dwing total or partial 
disablement on the ground that he had been subjected to an abnormal 
| risk in the course of his employment. ‘The employers appealed. 

Tue Courr (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FL Lercuer Movtron and 

FaRWELL, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
“ Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—In my opinion the court ought to be very 
careful in saying anything which might be held to mean that anyone 
who, by reason of his occupation, is expescd to the roughnees of the 
weather, is entitled to compensation for injury thus incurred. The 
only question in this case is whether the applicant was by reason of 
his employment exposed to greater risks than other people. This is a 
question of fact, and the county court judge who saw the witnesses 
came to the conclusion that he had been exposed to abnormal risks. 
The applicant had to stand on a black steel deck for a long period in 
the hot sun, leaning over a hatchway, and the medical assessor informed 
the county court judge that he attached importance to the fact that 
the risk of sunstroke had been increased by the prolonged exposure. 
In these circumstances I cannot come to the conclusion that there were 
no facts on which the county court judge could base the conclusion he 
came to. The appeal must be dismissed. 

The Lorps Justices concurred.—CounseL, Neilson. SOLICITORS, 
Holman, Birdwood, & Co., for Vaudrey, Oppenheim, & Mellor, Man- 
chester. 

[Reported by J. I. Streuine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re EARL CADOGAN’S SETTLEMENTS. RICHMOND v, LAMBTON. 





Joyce, J. 13th and 24th Oct. 


JOINTURE—PoWER OF APPOINTMENT—POWER TO APPOINT CLEAR OF ALL 

CHARGES AND OUTGOINGS WHATSOEVER—L1aBILITy To Estate Durty. 

In exercise of a power under a settlement where by Cc. was empowe red 
o appoint by way of jointure to his wife an annual sum not exceeding 
£3,000, clear of all charges and outgoings whatsoever, C. executed 
1 settlement appointing the said sum, not expressly clear of all charges 

| and outgoings. On the death of C., 

Held, that the jointure so appointed was clear of all charges and out- 
goings, and therefore free from estate duty. 

By a settlement made in the year 1889 Viscount Chelsva was em 
powered, in the event of his marriage, to appoint to his wife by way of 
jointure an annual sum not exceeding £5,000, or, in the event (as, in 
fact, happened) of his predeceasing his father, £3,000, ‘‘ such annual 
sum to be issuing or payable out of all or any part of certain heredita 
ments . . . clear of all charges and outgoings whatsoever.’’ In 
1892 Viscount Chelsea married, and executed a settlement in the sam: 
year, exercising the power of jointure, and appointing to his wife an 

| annual sum of £3,000, the deed of settlement containing no mention 
of or reference to the clause ‘‘ clear of all charges and outgoings what 
soever.”’ In 1908, upon the death of Viscount Chelsea, the jointure 
came into being, and a question arose as to whether it was hable to 
any deduction in respect of estate duty, or whether that burden fell 
on the estate. On behalf of the estate it was argued that, as the settle 
ment contained no recital of the power to appoint free from duty and 

. . LJ . . * 

expressed no intention so to appoint, it must be inferred that the 
jointure was to bear the duty. Further, it was the ordinary practice 
for a jointure to bear succession duty. For the widow it was argued 
that the power gave the appointor no option, but declared that such 
sum as he should appoint, within the limit, should be clear of all 
charges and outgoings, which phrase included estate duty. 

Joycr, J., giving judgment, said that by the words of the power con- 
tained in the settlement the appointor was enabled to appoint an 
annual sum, clear of all charges and outgoings whatsoever. The words 
were not ‘clear of all or any charges and outgoings, as Viscount Chel- 
sea shall see meet,’’ but the annual sum was to be issuing or payable 
out of the hereditaments specified, clear of all charges. The terms of 
the power of appointment contemplated and prescribed that the annual 
sum appointed by way of jointure should be payable clear of all charges 
and outgoings, so that when Viscount Chelsea executed a deed in exer- 
cise of the power appointing a certain sum within the limit by way cf 
jointure, that sum must be payable clear of all charges, and therefore 
free from estate duty.—Counset, Ashworth James for the Trustees ; 
Younger, K.C., and Lloyd Graeme for the estate; Stewart Smith, 
K.C., and H. #. Wright for the widow. Soricrrors, Lee and Pem- 
berton; Rider, Heaton, and Wigram. 

[Reported by R. C. Cannineron, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re Estate of F. T. GOMPERTZ, Deceased. PARKER v. GOMPERTZ. 
Warrington, J. 13th Oct. 





Execurorn—Express Trustee—LAaw or Property AMENDMENT ACT, 
1860 (23 & 24 Vict. c. 38), s. 13—Ear-markine Entries. 

The mere fact that an executot, who is not also appointed a truste: 
by the will, retains a furid to answer the claim of a particular next-of- 
| kin, is not enough to turn the executor into an express trustee of the 
fund, but if, in addition, he ear-marks the fund as the fund of the 
particular next-of-kin, and uses express words which shew that he 
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intends to hold the fund, not for himself but for the persons entitled 
to it, he does become an express trustee of the fund. 

The question raised by this adjourned summons arose in respect of 
the same estate, and in circumstances very similar to those which gave 
rise to another summons in the same action, reported 55 Soxicrrors 


JournnaL, p. 76. The present summons concerned only the shares of | 


the Cohens, whose position was referred to by Warrington, J., on the 
former occasion, but not determined, since they were not parties to 
that summons. The Cohens, as next-of-kin of Solomon Barent Gom- 
pertz, who died in 1808, were interested in two shares in the testator’s 
residuary estate, which had been bequeathed to two sons of the 
testator, named Lewis and Ephraim, for life, with remainders for their 
i:sue. There was no trust, but a direct bequest of these two shares 
of the estate. In the events which happened both these shares became 
in fact, undieposed of after the deatns of Lewis and Ephraim respec 
tively, and passed therefore to the testator’s next-of-kin, amongst 
whom were Bernard Cohen and John Cohen. As regards the share of 
Lewis their title arose on his death in 1861. As regards the share of 
Ephraim, their title arose on his death in 1867. Ephraim was one of 
the executors of his father’s will, and in that capacity he kept a book in 
which he entered various facts relating to the fund forming part of 
his father’s estate. On the death of Lewis in 1861, Ephraim proceeded 
to divide up Lewis’ fund as far as he could. He could not do 60 
completely, because it was not then known who was entitled to 
Bernard Cohen's share, or to John Cohen’s share. Accordingly, he 
kept invested in his own name sums of Console and New Three pei 
Cents., representing the shares of Bernard and John respectively, and 
from time to time he invested other sums, which were partly dividends 
on the amounts so retained, and partly sums arising from another part 
of the testator’s estate, as an addition to those sums which represented 
the shares of Bernard and John. Ephraim not only treated these sums 
so invested as sums standing by themselves, but he also made a record of 
what he had done in his own handwriting in the book already mentioned. 
The effect of his entries was that he stated that those were the shares 
of Bernard and John respectively ; he ear-marked them as the money 
of Bernard and John. There were aleo other entries in the book the 
effect of which was that Ephraim thereby expressed his intention to 
hold these particular sums of money for Bernard and John, or the 
persons claiming under them, and to hand those sums over to them 
when and as they should establish a title to them. Ephraim, who was 
tenant for life of his own share, died in 1867, and for all practical 
purposes the same thing happened on his death with regard to the 
Cohens’ interest in his share. R. J. Gompertz and F. T. Gompertz, 
who then became the testator’s legal personal representatives, again 
kept a book, and again did what Ephraim did; that is to say, they 
partially distributed the share of which Ephraim had been tenant for 
life, and either retained or invested so much of it as they could not 
distribute—namely, the shares of Bernard and John, and from time to 
time they added the dividends to the capital. They continued to do 
so to the death of F. T. Gompertz in 1903, and in the books they 
again made entries, the purport of which was that particular sums of 
stock, the subject-matter of the present application, were stated as 
belonging to Bernard and John respectively. The point which now 
arose to be determined was whether, at the death of F. T. Gompertz, 
the claim of Bernard and John Cohen to these particular sums of 
stock as the ehare in the testator’s estate to which they were entitled 
as some of his next-of-kin, was, or was not, barred by section 13 of 
Law of Property Amendment Act, 1860. If the claim was barred, the 
estate of F. T. Gompertz was entitled to retain the stock beneficially, 
otherwise the respondent to the summons, who claimed through Bernard 
and John Cohen, was entitled to it. The Master had found by his 
certificate that no part of the etock belonged beneficially to F. T 
(rompertz, but that the whole of it was held by him in trust. Thi: 
was an application to vary his certificate. : 


Warrineton, J., in the course of his judgment, said that, primd 
/acie, the section applied, and the claim against F. T. Gompertz was 
barred. But it was said that the section was not applicable because 
the claim against F. T. Gompertz was not a claim against him as legal 
personal representative, but as an express trustee. The question to be 
determined therefore was, did Ephraim, as regards the original share 
of Lewis, and did the executors of Ephraim, as regards the shares of 
Lewis and Ephraim, occupy simply the position of legal personal repre 
sentatives, so that the claim against them was barred by the Act, or 
had they constituted themselves express trustees of this particular 
fund? Without referring in detail to the cases which had been cited, 
but bearing them in mind, and in particular bearing in mind the 
language employed by Mr. Justice Kekewich in Re Rowe (58 L. J. Ch. 
703), and also bearing in mind that this was not a case where an abso 
lute beneficial owner was alleged to have declared trusts of his own 
property, as was the caee with which Sir George Jessel, M.R., was 
dealing in Richards v. Delbridge (L. R., 18 Eq., 340), the conclusions 
of law at which his lordship had arrived were these : First, the mer: 
fact that an executor retains a fund to answer the claim of a particular 
next-of-kin is not enough to turn him into an express trustee ; secondly, 
if, in addition to that retention, he not only ear-marks that fund, but 
uses express words which shew that he intends not to hold the fund 
beneficially, but to hold it for the persons who may be entitled to it, 
where he declares he holds it not for himself, but for somebody else, he 
does become an express trustee of the fund. In this case both Ephraim 
and R. J. and F. T. Gompertz, by the entries they made in their 
books, told anyone into whose hands thoee books might come that they 
did not intend to hold these funds simply as executors, but that they 





intended to hold them,-as moneys come to their hands and not dis- 
tributed, on behalf of the persons entitled to them, being the persons 
named in the entries and persons claiming through them. This cate 
came therefore exactly within the statement of Kekewich, J., in Jt 
Rowe (supra), that a declaration that a legal personal representative 
holds and intends to hold a certain eum on behalf of A.B., is a 
sufficient declaration of trust to make him an express trustee and to 
exclude the operation of the Act of 1860. The Master was therefore 
right, and this application to vary his certificate must be refused with 
costs. —Counset, for the applicants, A. C. Clauson, K.C., and G. 2 
Weaver; for the respondent, 7’. H. Carson, K.C., and Johuston 
Kdwards ; for the plaintiffs in the proceedings, Durling‘on. Sovicrrors, 


H. Hope Shakespear; May, Sykes, & Co. 


[Reported by Pency T. Canpen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ROYAL WARRANT HOLDERS’ ASSOCIATION », DEANE & BEAL 
(LIM.). Warrington, J. 17th Oct. 


Use or Royat Arms ror Purposrs or Trape—Trape Marks Act, 1905 
(5 Ep. 7, c. 15, s. 68)—Insunction—Evipence—Be tier. 


The defendants had exhibited on the front of their premises above 
the shop window the Royal Arms, but had no authority to use th: 
eame. 

Held, that the defendants were using the Royal Arms in connection 
with their trade, and that such use was calculated to lead to the belie; 
that they were employed by, or supplied goods to, His Majesty the 
King. 

Held, also, that, under 5 Ed. 7, c. 15, s. 68, a witness might give 
evidence that, on seeing the Royal Arms exhibited on the premises, a 
belief was created in his mind that the defendants had authority to 
use them. 

The plaintiffs in this action, who are an association of persons 
entitled to use the Royal Arms, and incorporated by Royal Charter, 
sought an injunction under section 68 of the Trade Marks Act, 1905 
(5 Ed. 7, c. 15), to restrain the defendants from using the Royal Arms 
in connection with their business. This was the first action brought 
under the section since the passing of the Act. The section provides 
that, if any person, without the authority of His Majesty, uses in 
connection with any trade, business, calling or profession the Royal 
Arms in such manner as to be calculated to lead to the belief that he 
is duly authorized so to use the Royal Arms, or if any person, without 
the authority of His Majesty or of a member of the Royal Family, 
use in connection with any trade, business, calling or profession, any 
device, emblem, or title in such manner as to be calculated to lead to 
the belief that he is employed by, or eupplies goods to, His Majesty, o1 
such member of the Royal Family, he may, at the suit of any person 
who is authorized to use such arms or such device, emblem or title, or 
is authorized by the Lord Chamberlain to take proceedings in that 
behalf, be restrained by injunction or interdict from continuing so to 
use the same. The plaintiffs were authorized to use the Royal Arms, 
and had the Lord Chamberlain’s authority to bring the action. The 
defendants carried on business as engineers, manufacturers, and con- 
tractors at 1, Arthur-street East, in the city of London, and there were 
placed on the front of their premises above the shop front the Royal 
Arms, with the Royal mottoes, crest and supporters. The representa- 
tion was placed between the two windows of the first floor, on which 
were the defendants’ name and the nature of their business; below 
the Arms were the words ‘‘ Established 1700,”’ and on the windows on 
the ground floor were the announcements that the defendants were 
contractors to the Admiralty, the Agents for the Colonies, &c. The 
Arms had been in this position for at least thirty-five years. The 
defendants had not received authority to use the Royal Arms and did 
not supply goods to any member of the Royal Family; and they con- 
tended that they did not use the Arms in connection with their 
business. In the course of the evidence a witness was asked what was 
the conclusion in his mind aricing from the fact of the exhibition of 
the Royal Arms on the premises. This was objected to on the ground 
that evidence is not admissible of an opinion of a person on an 
ordinary matter on which the court itself is capable of forming an 
opinion, but is only admissible on a matter requiring expert knowledge. 

Warrineton, J., held that, it being a question in issue whether the 
uce of the Arms was calculated to lead to a particular belief, the fact 
that such belief was created was relevant to that issue, on the analogy 
of the putting to a witness in a passing-off action of the question : 
‘‘ Did you believe that the defendants’ goods were those of the plain- 
tiffs’, because of the mode in which they were made up?” This 
question would be admissible on the principles stated by Farwell, J., 
in Bourne v. Swan & Kdgar (Limited) (1903, 1 Ch. 211, 223). 

Warrincron, J., in the course of his judgment, said it was possible 
that there might be cases in which the Royal Arms were displayed on 
business premises without being used in connection with the bueiness, 
but it was clear that in the present case they were so used. Were they 
being used so as to lead to the belief that the defendants were entitled 
to use them? It had been argued on their behalf that the Arms must 
be so used as to lead to a belief that they were authorized in customers 
or prospective possible customers. But the section did not speak of 
any particular persons, and it referred to the persons who saw what 
was being done. Moreover, business might result, although the person 
who gave the commission had not seen the display of the Arms, but 
had heard from others that the firm was entitled to use them. The 
section was intended to prevent the spreading of a belief afnong the 
public which might lead to an increase of prestige. In his lordship’s 
opinion there could be no doubt that the user in the present case was 
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within the prohibition of the section, but for the fact that most of the 
departments giving the authority imposed the use of the words ‘‘ by 
appointment,’’ and that the great majority of the Royal Warrant 
Holders did use those words. The requirement made by the depart- 
ments was not, however, known to the public generally, and omission 
of the words did not render the user of the Arms less calculated to 
lead to the belief. Moreover, many prominent firms did not use the 
words on their premises, and it was irrelevant that they used them on 
their paper and framed the warrant in their shops. he defendants 
were using the Royal Arms in connection with their business in such 
manner as to lead to the belief that they were duly authorized to use 
them, and the plaintiffs were entitled to an injunction.—CovunseL, 
Astbury, K.C., and Sebastian; Terrell, K.C., and EH. Beaumont. 
Soricrtors, Bannister, Ram, & Fdache; H. Gover & Son. 

[Reported by J. B. C. TREGARTHEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ROBERTS v. THORP. Warrington, J. 18th and 19th Oct. 


Witt—Constrvuction—AssoLute Girt or Estate ror Lire—Worps 
Surricrent To Pass Reatry. 


A testator by his will bequeathed his property in these terms: ‘I 
devise and bequeath to my wife all the property of which I am 
possessed, whether it be leasehold property, stock-in-trade, accounts 
in my books, machinery, goods of every description, and furniture, to 
hold and to use for her benefit and the benefit of any of my children 
under the age of twenty-one years until they reach that age, and if 
she deem it advisable to dispose of any of the said property she may 
do so at her will, and at her death whatsoever property may remain 
shall be equally divided among my children.” 

Held, that the testator’s ‘real estate passed under the will; and 
further held, that it went to the wife for life, with a power to dispose 
of it during her lifetime and then to the children. 


The matter for decision in this case was the construction of a will 
dated the 5th of November, 1889, by which the testator devised and 
bequeathed unto his wife all the property of which he was possessed, 
whether it might be leasehold property, stock-in-trade, accounts in his 
books, machinery, goods of every description and furniture, to hold and 
to use for her benefit and the benefit of any of his children under the 
age of twenty-one years until they reached that age, and that if she 
deemed it advisable to dispose of any of the said property, she might 
do so at her will, and that at her death whatsoever property might 
remain should be equally divided among the testator’s children. The 
testator died on the 29th of August, 1905. At the time of the death 
of the testator he was possessed of certain freeholds, in addition to 
properties of the nature of those specifically described in the will. 
The widow of the testator, who did not dispose of any of the property 
during her lifetime, died intestate on the 1st of January, 1909. The 
questions to be decided were whether, on the construction of the will : 
(1) It passed the real estate; and whether (2) it gave the real estate 
to the wife absolutely or only for life, and then to the children? 

Wareincton, J., said that, in approaching a will, one ought to 
presume that the testator did not intend to die intestate. If he had 
merely said he bequeathed his property, that would undoubtedly have 
passed the realty. Did the subsequent words qualify the term 
‘ property,’’ or were they merely an attempt to enumerate the various 
kinds which he possessed. He did not think the testator had 
done more than try to give a rough inventory. He therefore came to 
the conclusion that the testator had, by his will, disposed of his whole 
estate. Did the realty go to the wife absolutely, or only for life, and 
then to the children? Joyce, J., in the case of Sanford v. Sanford 
(1901, 1 Ch. 939), eaid: ‘It has been said by the Court of Appeal 
that the true way to construe a will is to form an opinion apart from 
the decided cases, and then to see whether these decisions require any 
modification of that opinion.’’ The testator did not in express terms 
limit the. interest taken by the wife, but he said that what remained 
should be divided among the children; that meant what the wife had 
not dealt with by the power that had just been given her. If he had 
given absolutely, there would have been nothing more to dispose of. 
The words “at her will’’ did not mean ‘“‘ by her testament.”” The 
testator gave his wife a life interest, coupled with a power to dispose 
of the property during her lifetime, but what remained at her death 
was to go to the children. Were there any cases which required a 
modification of that opinion? No caee was, in his view, of binding 
importance unless it enunciated principles. Re Jones (1898, 1 Ch. 441) 
referred to two principles. They were expressed by Byrne, J., in 
these words : “It is clear that if a gift is made in terms to a person 
absolutely, that can only be reduced to a more limited interest by clear 
words cutting down the first estate,” and ‘‘ Although the words are 
absolute in the first instance, you may find subsequently occurring 
words sufficiently strong to cut down the first apparent absolute interest 
to a life interest.’’ The case did not fall within these rules. There 
were no words which in terms gave an absolute interest to the wife.— 
Counset, Terrell, K.C., and FE. P. Hewitt; Cave, K.C., and Fairfax 
Luxmoore. Sottcrrors, Chamberlain, Johnson, & Levy, for Cham- 
berlain &: Johnson; Meredith, Mills, &: Clark, for Birch, Cullimore, & 


Douglas. 
[Reported by‘J. B. C. TREGARTHEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re LAWLEY. JACKSON ». LEIGHTON. Swinfen Eady, J. 
19th Oct. 
AssIGNMENT or OneRovs Lease BY Executors—Sum Pap to ASSIGNEES 


tx CoNnSIDERATION OF THEIR COVENANTING TO INDEMNIFY THE 
Execurors—Are Svcn Assicnees ‘“‘Purcnasers’’ WITHIN THE 





oT or Secrion 27 or Lorp Sr. Leonarps Act (22 & 23 Vicr.; 
c. 5 

The word ‘‘ purchaser’’ has many different meanings in law. The 
proper meaning of the word in section 27 of Lord St. Leonards Act 
ts best discovered by. reference to the practice of the court in those 
old cases of the rights of executors to be indemnified, the hardship of 
which led to the passing of that section of the Act. The oviacials in 
those cases that the court, in directing an indemnity to be given ta 
yxecutors, looks at the reasonable graben ity of there Bing any further 
demands against the estate leads to the inference that the word 
** purchaser ’’ in section 27 of Lord St. Leonards Act means a person 
who pays for a thing of value, and could not be taken to iacheds a 
person receiving a consideration for taking an assignment of an 
onerous lease. 


This was an adjourned summons to determine whether executors 
ought to eet aside any, and if any what part, of the residuary estate 
of a testatrix to answer the future liabilities under the covenants of 
the said testatrix contained in an indenture of lease, and whether the 
plaintiff, who was an executor, could distribute the said residuary estate 
to the defendant, who was the residuary legatee, without making any 
provision. The lease was a lease of property in Chester-equare, London, 
and was entered into by the testatrix with certain lessors on the 26th 
of July, 1902, for a term of twenty-two years less ten days. The rent 
payable by the testatrix was £224 per annum. The lease had become 
worse than valueless, and had been assigned by the executors, the 
assignee receiving £500 in consideration of his taking over the residue 
of the term, and giving the executors a covenant to indemnify them 
in respect of the covenants contained in the lease. The point was 
whether such an assignment would come within the provisions of 
section 27 of Lord St. Leonards Act: ‘‘ Where an executor shall have 
assigned a lease to a purchaser thereof he shall be at liberty to distri- 
bute the residuary personal estate of the deceased.’’ Counsel for the 
—— contended that in no circumstances could the assignees of this 
ease be ‘‘ purchasers ’’ within the meaning of such section, and cited 
Dodson v. Sammell (1861, 1 Dr. & Sm. 575), a case decided just after 
the passing of Lord St. Leonards Act, and Dean v. Allen (1855, 
20 Beav 1), and Waller v. Barrett (1857, 24 Beav 413), two cases before 
the Act, as shewing the practice in connection with cases the mischief 
of which this section was passed to cure. He also quoted from the 
judgment of Byrne, J., in Re Nixon, Gray v. Bell (1904, 1 Ch. 638), 
and contended that a purchaser in this instance meant a purchaser for 
value. Counsel for the defendant called attention to the various 
definitions of the word ‘‘ purchaser ’’ in Acts of Parliament, instancing 
those in the Acts of 13 Eliz. c. 5, 27 Eliz. c. 4, and the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, and said that the plaintiffs wished to read the words ‘ pur- 
chaser thereof’ in Lord St. Leonards Act as if they were “‘ purchaser 
who pays money therefor,’’ which would certainly be giving a very 
restricted definition to the meaning of the word. He also called atten- 
tion to the concluding words of the section dealing with the right of 
the lessor to follow the assets as indicating to how great an extent 
the section was intended to protect executors parting with leaseholds. 

Swinren Eapy, J., said the testatrix in this case was the lessee at 
a yearly rent of £224, under a lease dated the 26th of July, 1902, for 
twenty-two years less ten days, of certain premises in Chester-square, 
London. The defendant was the residuary legatee under the will. 
Owing to the depression in the property market the lease had become 
a very onerous une, and accordingly the residue of the term had been 
assigned to persons who were paid the sum of £500 in consideration of 
their giving to the assignors a covenant of indemnity against the 
covenants contained in thelease. The question now arose as to whether 
such persons were ‘‘ purchasers ’’ within the meaning of section 27 of 
Lord St. Leonards Act. In my judgment such persons could not have 
been intended to be classed as ‘‘ purchasers’ within the meaning of 
this statute. The word purchaser is used in many senses in law, but 
the sense in which it is intended to be used in this statute must 
clearly be discovered by reference to the practice of the court previous 
to the statute. It will be seen in those cases referred to by counsel 
that the lease itself was considered of sufficient value by the court to 
obviate the necessity for executors to set aside a sufficient sum to meet 
liabilities under the covenants contained therein. In this case there 
is no value whatever in the lease, and I am quite satisfied that the 
assignees are not purchasers within the meaning of section 27 of Lord 
St. Leonards Act. <A ‘‘ purchaser’’ within the meaning of that section 
is a person who pays for a thing of value. The executors must accord- 
ingly set aside a sufficient sum to meet the contingency of liabilities 
arising under the covenants for the testatrix contained in the lease.— 
Counset, J. G. Wood; Wright-Taylor. Soxicirors, Corbin, Greener, 
& Cook. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re LANCASHIRE PLATE GLASS FIRE AND BURGLARY INSURANCE 
CO. (LIM.). Swinfen Eady, J. 17th and 18th Oct. 


Company—PeEtITION BY CoMPANY IN LiIQuIDATION TO WIND Up ANOTHER 
CoMPANY ON THE GROUND THAT IT 18 A SusstprAaRy CompaANy—WHuatT 
Facts Constitute A Susstprary Company ’—TuHeE Assurance Com- 
panies Act, 1909 (9 Ep. 7, c. 49), s. 16. 


In order to constitute a company a subsidiary company within the 
meaning of section 16 of the Assurance Companies Act, 1909, there 
must be a transfer of the business of the company or some part thereof 
to the principal company. A treaty of re-assurance is not such @ 
transfer, A guarantee of all the policies is not such a transfer. One 
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company, by a mere purchase of a majority of the shares of the other 
company, does not so acquire any part of the business. It merely 
constitutes itself a principal shareholder of the business, and not a 
transferee of any part thereof. 


_ This was a petition by the National Provincial Insurance Corpora- 
tion (Limited), to wind up the Lancashire Plate Glass, Fire, and 
Burglary Insurance Company (Limited) on the ground that such latter 
company was a eubsidiary company within the meaning of section 16 
of the Assurance Companies Act, 1909 (9 Ed. 7, c. 49). The facts, as 
set out in the petition, were complicated, and there were other grounds 
on which the petitioners desired the winding-up, one such ground being 
that some of the directors had abused their position as directors of 
both companies to defraud the Lancashire Company. Negotiations for 
an agreement for sale by the Lancashire Company to the petitioners of 
its businees had been entered into, but had become abortive because 
the Lancashire Company shareholders had objected to it. The 
petitioners then purchased the majority of the shares of the Lancashire 
Company from shareholders, taking transfers to themselves and to two 
other persons whom they qualified as directors. There was an agree- 
ment in writing by the petitioners with the Lancashire Company to 
guarantee policies in all departments of the Lancashire Company, and 
there was an agreement of mutual re-assurance between the companies. 
The petitioners were now in liquidation. No sale or transfer by the 
Lancashire Company to the petitioners of its businees or any part of 
it had been made, but the petitioners, holding almost all the shares in 
the Lancashire Company, nominated a new board of directors, whom 
they qualified by giving them 100 shares each. One of the new 
directors £0 qualified was managing director of the National Company. 
The shares of the Lancashire Company were 10s. shares, with 6s. 3d. 
paid on them. A call of 2e. 6d. was now made, but in an irregular 
manner, and later the board of directors purported to forfeit the whole 
of the issue of the shares of the Lancashire Company on the ground 
of the non-payment of the 2s. 6d. call, but did not call up the remain- 
ing le. 3d. They then proceeded to allot to themselves shares as le. 
paid. 

Swinren Eapy, J., held that the allegations in the petition were not 
sufficiently specific, but on the ground of the career of the com- 
pany gave liberty to amend the petition. He then proceeded as 
follows : The allegation that this company is a subsidiary company is 
not substantiated. There is no transfer of the business of the Lanca- 
shire Company to the National Company. It is argued that the treaty 
of mutual re-aesurance and the guarantee of all the policies of the 
Lancashire Company would entitle the petitioners to have the Lan- 
cashire Company wound up as a subsidiary company under section 16 
of the Assurance Companies Act, 1909. I do not think this is so. I 
am of opinion that the Lancashire Company is not a subsidiary com- 
pany. There has merely been a purchase hy the National Company 
of the majority of the ehares of the Lancashire Company, which 
entitles them to rank as the principal shareholders of the Lancashire 
Company, but does not entitle them to have it wound up as a subsidiary 
company. There must be a tranefer of the businees of the company, or 
some part thereof, to satisfy the section. Liberty to amend the 
petition.—Counsen, Cave, K.C., and Rolt; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and 
Guest-Mathews; Chetwood Teach. Sorrcrrors, Sharpe, Pritchard, & 
Co. ; Hutchinson &: Cuff ; Ralph Miller. 


[Reported by L. M, MAY, Barr'ster-at-Law. ] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL (AT THE RELATION OF THE GLAMORGAN 
COUNTY COUNCIL) v. PRICE AND OTHERS. Swinfen Fady, J. 
19th Oct. 


‘HARITY—CuurRCH or ENGLAND ScHoor—Grant or LAND FOR THE 
Purposes or THe Scnoor Srres Act, 1841 (4 & 5 Vict., c. 38), AND 
1844 (7 & 8 Vier., c. 37)—Discontinvancre or Werekpay ScHoot— 
Continvep User as Sunpay Scnoor—User ror some Purposes or 
THe Act—Setrttement or Scnemrp—Have tHe Trustees Power To 
Recerve A Rent ror THe Property To pe ApPLiep FOR THE PURPOSES 
or THE Trust?—Dvuty or Court to Provipe Acatnst Risk oF 
Reverter Cravse Takrna Errect—Epvucation Act, 1902 (2 Ep. 7, 
c. 42), ss. 8 ann 9. 


In settling a scheme in accordance with a trust for providing and 
carrying on a Church of England school, qreat care must be taken that 
the provisions of the scheme do not interfere with the character of the 
trust as provided by the Trust Deed. The scheme in this case provided 
that the huildinas might “he used for such educational purposes not 
connected with the Established Church, or any creed or denomination as 
may be ascertained and allowed.” , 

Held, that these words must he struck out as contravening the pur- 
poses of the trust, and that apphyina the cy prés doctrine, the build- 
ings might “‘ be used or let on weekdays for such purposes other than 
those hereinafter specified (but so as not to interfere with the true 
character of the Trust),”” so that the trustees might use the moneys 
obtained in the event of such letting for the purposes of the Trust. Tt 
was further determined, that having regard to the decision of Warring- 
ton, J., in Attorney-General v. Shadwell (1910, 1 Ch. 92), every care 
should be taken that the provisions of the scheme should so far as 
possible minimize the risk of the reverter clause taking effect. 


This was a summons to settle a scheme ordered by the court to be 
settled to carry into effect the trusts of a trust deed, dated the 31st 
day of December, 1867, granting to the minister and churchwarden 





of the chapelry district of Caerphilly, in the county of Glamorgan, 
certain premises to hold the same unto and to the use of them and 
their successors for the purposes of the School Sites Acts, 1841 and 
1844, upon trust, to permit the said premises and all buildings thereon 
erected to be for ever hereafter appropriated, and used as and for a 
school for the education of children and adults or children only of the 
labouring classes, and for no other purpose. The school had been dis- 
continued in 1905, in consequence of the inability of the trustees to 
provide funds to carry out the requirements of the local education 
authority, that they should make certain improvements in the fabric. 
Counsel for the defendants (the Vicar and Churchwardens) objected to 
the scheme as put forward by the Attorney-General because it did 
not adhere to the terms of the trust instrument, and because it would 
give to the local authority such powers of interference as were never 
contemplated by the terms of the trust. 

Swinren Eapy, J., in giving judgment, said that this was a summons 
to sanction a scheme which was directed to be settled at the hearing on 
the 19th of March, 1908, of an action which had been brought for the 
administration of the charitable trusts affecting the old National 
School at Caerphilly. The trust deed was a conveyance of land under 
the authority of the School Sites Acts to trustees upon trust to 
permit the premises and all buildings thereon erected, or to be 
erected, for ever thereafter to be appropriated as and for the purposes 
of a school and the education of children and adults. Then the deed 
went on to declare that the school was to be in union with and con- 
ducted so as to further the designs of education according to the prin- 
ciples of the Established Church. Subject to that the school and pre- 
mises were to be controlled and managed as follows :—The minister of 
the district was to exercise control for the purpose of the Sunday 
school, and in all other respecte it was to be exercised by a committee 
of the minister and churchwardens. At the trial it was established 
that it was a Church of England charity, and there was a reference 
in the judgment to settle a scheme. The judgment contained a direc- 
tion that no application to proceed was to be made before the 19th of 
September, 1908, in crder to allow the managers a reasonable time to 
make application under section 8 of the Education Act, 1902, to re- 
open the school as a non-provided school. At the date of the judgment 
the school had been closed, because of non-compliance with a notice to 
repair given by the local authority, but since that closing funds had 
been collected to try and re-open the school. The Rector had not made 
application to obtain a status under the Act—namely, to have it deter- 
mined that this was a necessary school, and accordingly a scheme had 
at length been brought in, and had been submitted to the relators and 
to the trustees. Each party had proposed certain alterations. As 
originally drafted, it proposed that during the operative period the 
school site and buildings should, in addition to their use as a Sunday 
school, be used on weekdays primarily for such educational purposes 
in connection with the principles of the Established Church as might 
be determined by the minister and churchwardens, and also for such 
educational purposes not connected with the Established Church, or 
any creed or denomination thereafter referred to as undenominational 
purposes as thereinafter provided. There were various provisions as 
to statements, times, classes, and subjects which were to be submitted 
periodically to the local education authority. Then, if the proposed 
user was not sufficient to exhaust the capacity of the school, it was 
proposed to use it for other purposes, and, if the parties could not 
agree thereon, they were to apply to the court. The local education 
authority, it was proposed, were to be able to use the premises without 
payment of rent. In my judgment this scheme will have to be altered 
in several particulars. It is well settled that the court must not alter 
a trust, though it may vary the mode in which its objects are attained. 
In several very important particulars this scheme appears to me to 
clearly controvert the intentions of the original trust. This trust was 
clearly intended to be a Church of England school trust, conducted 
according to the principles of the National Society. Those clauses 
which refer to possibility of using the premises under certain circum- 
stances for purposes not connected with the Established Church or 
any creed or denomination, and thereinafter called undenominational 
educational purposes, must clearly be omitted. Why should the local 
education authority be empowered to uee the premises without paying 
rent therefor? Clearly, if they paid a rent this would be, one 
method by which the premises might be used for the purposes of the 
trust when not actually required by the trustees themselves. In those 
circumstances, I am of opinion that the premises should be let at a 
rent to the local education authority or any other body, and the 
moneys £0 received by the trustees applied in accordance with the 
terms of the trust. A clause giving the trustees power to do this 
must be inserted in the scheme. My attention has been called to the 
decision of my brother Warrington in the case of the Attorney-General 
v. Shadwell (1910, 1 Ch. 92), and I am clearly of opinion that, having 
regard to that case, every possible precaution should be taken to avoid 
the risk of the reverter clause coming into operation. The scheme 
must also be altered by omitting the endless particulars which the 
trustees are required under it to give to the local authority. This 
clause would be sure to cause friction, and the trustees should not be 
forced to give such particulars. A scheme must be drawn up and 
altered as I have described, and this will, in my opinion, much more 
closely adhere to the terms of the trust, which it is the duty of the 
court to do. In this form the scheme as altered will be allowed.— 
Counsen, Sargant; Austin-Cartmell; P. F. 8. Stokes, Soricrrors, The 
Treasury Solicitor; Broad & Co.; Crawley, Arnold, & Co, 


[Reported by L,:M. May Barrister-at-Law,] 
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Re RICHARD SURFLEET'S ESTATE. RAWLINGS AND ANOTHER 
v, SMITH AND ANOTHER. Parker, J. 18th Oct. 


Wut—Bequest To CHare. Burpinc Funp—REVERSIONARY BEQUEST TO 
Same—ImmeDIATe Bequest Hetp Invatip 1n 1876 UNDER THEN 
Existine Stature or Morrmarin—Ciam TO REVERSIONARY BEeQquest— 
Pues or Res supicata—MorrMain AND CHaritTaBLe Uses Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vicr. ©. 42)—Apptication or Act To Funp ror Buiipina. 


A will proved in 1874 gave an immediate legacy of £200 to a chapel 
building fund, and also a reversionary bequest, payable after the death 
or remarriage of the testator’s widow. The executors believed that 
these legacies transgressed the then operative Statutes of Mortmain, 
and an order was made in chambers, dated the 8th of May, 1876, direct- 
ing that the £200 should fall into the residue. The testator’s widow 
died in 1909. 

Held, that the representatives of the -building fund were entitled to 
the reversionary bequest, inasmuch as the fund had other objects than 
those involving the purchase of land, to which the money might be 
applied. 

Held, further, that the order of 1876 did not constitute an estoppel 
by res judicata, as such order had been in respect of another bequest, 
and had been based on a belief which was erroneous. 


By his will, dated in 1871, Richard Surfleet directed his trustees to 
pay the income arising from a sum of £800 to his wife Elizabeth during 
her life, or until her second marriage, and, after the termination of 
her interest, to pay £400—one-half of the £800—to the Primitive 
Methodist Metropolitan Chapel Building Fund “ for the purposes of the 
said fund.”” By a later clause in the will the testator bequeathed “‘ to the 
said Primitive Methodist Metropolitan Chapel Building Fund the legacy 
or sum of £200 for the purposes of the said fund.’’ Richard Surfleet 
died in 1874, and the executors of his will paid the £200 into count, 
filing an affidavit, in which they stated that they believed it to be 
doubtful whether these legacies were valid, or whether they were void 
as tranegreesing the Statute of Mortmain. An order was made in the 
Chambers of the Master of the Rolls on the 8th of May, 1876, reciting 
that, after hearing solicitors for the executors, the residuary legatees, 
and the treasurer of the building fund, the judge was of opinion that 
the £200 formed part of Richard Surfleet’s residuary estate, no men 
tion being made of the reversionary bequest of £400. In 1897 the name 
of the Primitive Methodist Metropolitan Chapel Building Fund wa: 
changed to the London Chapel and School Extencion Fund, the objecte 
remaining the same. In addition to assisting in the purchase of site 
for building chapels and schools, the fund helped in the repair of exist 
ing buildings, paying off debts, printing advertisements of meetings. 
&c. Elizabeth Surfleet, died in 1909, and the representatives of the 
London Chapel and Sehool Extension Fund took out this summons to 
establish their claim to the £400. 


ParKER, J., stated the terms of the will and the circumstances 
attending the order made in 1876, and in the course of his judgment 
said : ‘‘ Here are two gifts to a charitable fund, and expressed to be 
‘for the purposes of the fund.” The name of the fund no doubt sug 
gests that the money will be employed in building operations, and 
there is no doubt that, as counsel for the residuary legatees has pointed 
out, a gift to a building fund is bad under the decision in Pe 
Watmough’s Trusts (L. R. 8 Eq. 272), where it is for purposes of 
building only. But these gifts are to a fund which might have several 
objects, and I should have thought that the first thing was to find out 
what the objects of the fund were. That apparently was never done. 
What happened in regard to the bequest of £200 was this. The 
trustees paid the money into court, and, in an affidavit, they quoted 
from the minutes of the Annual Conference of the Primitive Methodist 
Connexion, so far as they related to the Metropolitan Chapel Building 
Fund. These minutes shew that money may be expended on building, 
but they also ‘shew, as I understand them, that it can be expended in 
other ways. The trustees, however, interpreted them as chewing that 
the fund was one for building, and they declared in the affidavit that 
they were advised and believed that it was doubtful whether the 
legacies were valid, or whether they were void as transgressing the 
Statutes of Mortmain. The £200 remained in court until an applica- 
tion was made for it by the residuary legatees, and there is some doubt 
as to whether the case came before the Master of the Rolls or the 
Master in Chambers. Opportunity was given, however, to file evidence, 
and when the case came on an order was made that the £200 formed 
part of the residuary estate, no reference being made in the order to 
the reversionary legacy. I think there can be no doubt as to the law 
on the subject. It is well established that a gift which necessarily 
entailed a purchase of land for charity was void, but it is equally clear 
that where the objects of the charity allowed of the money being put to 
alternative uses, some legal and ‘some illegal, the gift is good. So that 
if that were the decision, that because the fund might come under the 
Statutes of Mortmain, but did not necessarily do so, the gifts were 
bad—the decision was erroneous. There is, of course, no doubt that 
the decision acts as res judicata so far as the gift of £200 is concerned, 
but in the present case it appears to me that there is no estoppel by 
res judicata to the claim to the £400. The question is, whether I am 
bound by the authority of the earlier decision. I hold that I am not. 
I therefore declare that the legacy in question is a good legacy, and 
that no estoppel arises to prevent the applicants succeeding in their 
application.—Counsen, Romer, K.C., and H. Greenwood; Owen 

on; N. M. Vickers. Sonicrrors, H. H. Bowyer; Edward 
Downes, for Allisons & Staniland, Louth. 
[Reported by WHITFIELD Hayes, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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REGINALD E. JonnstTon, Esq. 
(Mesars. Edward Johnston,Son & Co.— 
Direotor of the Bank of England. 
. HENRY Loyp, Esq. 
Sir AuGustus PREvostT, Bart. 
( Messrs. Morris, Prevost & Co.—Direc- 
tor of the Bank of England ) 
RODERICK Pryor, Esq. 
| JOHN WALTER, Esq. 
Solicitors : Messrs. TROWER, STILL, PARKIN & KEELING. 


= | £2,000,000 


Subscribed Capital -~ - 
1,000,000 


Capital Paid up - - - 
Total Assets over - - - 6,500,000 
Total Income over - . - 1,284,000 


The Classes of business transacted by the Company 


are as follows :— 
LIFE. 
FIRE. 
BURGLARY. 


WORKMEN'S 
COMPENSATION. 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT. 


FIDELITY The recent acquisition of the Fidelity 
* Guarantee Department of the Law Guarantee 
Trust and Accident Society, Limited, places 
the ‘‘Guardian”’ in the front rank of Com. 

SS. panies transacting Fidelity Insurance. 


REGISTERED POST. 

ALL RISKS. 

SINKING FUND ANOD 
LEASEHOLD INSURANCES. 
CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS 
RESULTING FROM FIRE. 
FORGED TRANSFERS. fosirencer BEbiic Bodies orcony 
from registration of a Forged 


Transfer. 


SS 


LAW COURTS OFFICE, 
21, FLEET STREET, £.C, 


Combined ‘‘ Household” Policies are 
issued by the Company covering 
under the one Document the Risks 
of Fire, Burglary, Housebreaking, 
Larceny, and Accidents to Domestic 
Servants. 











New Schemes to meet 
particular requirements. 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
VIRGINIA CAROLINA CHEMICAL CO. ». NORFOLK AND NORTH 


AMERICAN STEAMSHIPPING CO. (LIM.). Bray, J. 16th and 
23rd Oct. 


Sure—Brit or Lapinc—Exceptions—MEeErRcHANT Suippinc Act, 1894 
(57 & 58 Vicr., c. 60), s. 502. 
In the absence of any special contract, section 502 of the Merchant 


Shipping Act, 1894, applies wherever there has been damage to qoods | 


by fire without the shipowner’s actual fault or privity, and that 
whether there has been a breach of the warranty of seaworthiness or 
not; but the operation of the section may be excluded by special 
contract. 


The plaintiffs were the holders of a bill of lading, dated the 13th of 
August, 1910, signed by the master of the s.s. West Point, on behalf 


of the defendants, as owners of the vessel, by which the defendants | 


acknowledged that 8,986 bags of sulphate of ammonia had been shipped 
in apparent good order and condition on board the vessel, to be de 
livered in like good order and condition at Charlestown. The plaintiffs 
alleged that the defendants failed to deliver the goods in good order 
and condition, or at all; and alternatively, that the West Point was 
unseaworthy and unfit for the carriage of the goods on shipment, and 
at the commencement of the voyage, as the fittings of a low pressure 
oil-tank containing 120 gallons of paraffin oil were defective, whereby 


the oil escaped on the 27th of August, 1910, and became ignited, and | 


the vessel took fire and foundered with the goods on the 29th of August, | “ 
| undertaking to pay the water charges and also the poor rate to the 


1910. The plaintiffs claimed £11,785 damages. The defendants ad- 
mitted that the vessel took fire, and that by reason thereof she sank, 
and the plaintiffs’ goods were lost, but contended that the fire and con- 
sequent loss of goods happened without their actual fault or privity, and 
that by reason of section 502 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, they 
were not liable to make good the loss. They denied that the West Point 
was unseaworthy or unfit for the carriage of the goods, and alterna- 
tively that they were exempted from liability by the terms of the 
bill of lading, which provided that they should not be liable for ‘‘ any 
loss, detention of, or damage to the goods, or the consequences thereof, 
or expenses occasioned by any of the following causes, viz. : . . . fire on 
board, in hulk, or craft, or on shore; explosions, heat, defects in hull, 
tackle, engines, boilers, machinery or their appurtenances, or accidents 
arising therefrom; perils of the seas . . . and all accidents of naviga- 
tion... ; nor for any act, neglect, or default of the pilot, master, 
crew, stevedores, engineers, or agents of the shipowners... or by 
unseaworthiness of the ship at the commencement of or at any period 
of the voyage, provided all reasonable means have been taken to provide 
against such unseaworthiness, or by any other cause whatever.’’ By 
order of the court the foliowing preliminary questions of law were 
tried before the trial of the action :—(1) Whether the defendants could 
rely on section 502 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, in answer to 
the plaintiffs’ claim based on unseaworthiness as alleged; and (2) 
whether the defendants were precluded from setting up the said section 
by reason of the special contract contained in the bill of lading. 
Section 502 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, provides, inter alia, 
that ‘‘the owner of a British sea-going ship, or any share therein, shall 
not be liable to make good to any extent whatever any loss or damage 
happening without his actual fault or privity in the following cases, 
namely :—(1) Where any goods, merchandise, or other things whatso- 
ever taken in or put on board his ship are lost or damaged by reason 
of fire on board the ship.’’ The plaintiffs’ contention was that the 
section did not apply where there was a breach of the initial obligation 
to provide a seaworthy ship, and that the section does not apply in 
cases where the parties have, by the bill of lading, entered into a 
special contract (The Diamond, 1906, P. 282, was referred to). It was 
submitted, on behalf of the defendants, that the plaintiffs could not 
import into the section a proviso that it should not apply where the 
loss was due to unseaworthiness, and that the only exception applicable 
was that provided by the secticn itself, viz., where the loss was due to 
the actual fault or privity of the shipowner. 

Bray, J., in the course of his judgment, said the first question was 
based on the assumption that the contract for the carriage of the 
goods by the ship in question contained no special terms relating to 
damage by fire; the second, on the assumption that the goods were 
carried on the terms of the bill of lading referred to in the pleadings. 
He had come to the conclusion that on the second point the plaintiffs 
were right, and therefore it might be unnecessary for him to answer 
the first question, but as it had been argued, he thought he had 
better state the opinion he had formed, although he was not very 


confident that he was right. He felt that he must give the words of | 


the section their most literal interpretation, and he had come to the 
conclusion that the section applied wherever there had been damage 
to goods by fire without the shipowner’s actual fault or privity, and 
that whether there had been a breach of the warranty of seaworthiness 
or not, and the answer to the frst question would therefore be in 
favour of the defendants. It was conceded -that it was open to the 


parties to exclude the section by their contract: The Satanita (1897, | 


App. Cas. 59). That case also decided that the section need not be 
excluded in so many words, but that it was sufficient if it appeared 
from the contract between the parties that they intended to exclude it. 
It became, there‘ore, a question as to what was the true construction 


of the bill of lading. The bill of lading dealt with each of the three 
possible cases of damage by fire, and the statute did the same. He 
thought, therefore, that the parties, by expressly providing for each of 
these cases, had shewn their intention to substitute their own provisions 
for the provisions of the statute, and the fact that they followed the 
same course with regard to robbery tended to shew the same intention. 
The answer to the second question was therefore in favour of the 
plaintiffs.—Counset, Atkin, K.C., Maurice Hill, K.C., and R. A. 
Wright; Sir R. B. Finlay, K.C., Bailhache, K.C., and Dawson Miller. 
Soricrtors, Parker, Garrett, & Co.; William A. Crump & Son. 
(Reported by Lzonarp %. Tomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SMITH v. NEWMAN AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 24th Oct. 


PARLIAMENTARY AND MuwnicipaAL ReGIstRaATION ApPpEAL—BorouGH— 
FRANCHISE—INHABITANT HouskHOLDER—OCcCUPIER ASSESSED IN RATE- 
BOOK—PAYMENT BY OwNeER OF Poor Rate—AGREEMENT TO DO SO 
BETWEEN OWNER AND Town Councit—REPRESENTATION OF THE PEOPLE 
Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. 4. 102), ss. 3 (3) & (4) anp 7—Poor Rate 
ASSESSMENT AND CoLtection Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 41), ss. 3, 
4, 7, & 19. 


S. was during the qualifying period the inhabitant occupier was tenant 
of the whole of certain premises which formed an ordinary dwelling- 
house, and were separately rated. The rateable value was £12. Smith's 
name appeared in the occupier’s column of the rate-book, and it was 
there stated ‘* Assessed upon Occupier—£1 4s.’ The owner of the 


| premises had in fact paid the poor rate under an arrangement with 


the town council, by which he paid general district rates at the rate oj 
one-half the net annual value, whether the premises were occupied or 
unoccupied, and within four months of their being made, the owner 


overseers. It appeared that the demand note for the poor rate was first 
served on the owner, but that on his failing to pay the occupier would 
be liable. On objection taken to the name of S. being on the register 


| these facts were proved. There was no evidence of any express contract 


between S. and the owner that the owner would pay the poor rate. The 
revising barrister upheld the objection, holding that S. was \not a rated 
occupier within the meaning of the Representation of the People Act, 
1867, and that the case was covered by the decision in Kent v. Fittall 
(No. 4). On appeal it was 

Held, (1) that 8. had been rated as an ordinary occupier and (2) had 
bona fide paid the poor rate within the meaning of s. 3 (3\ and (4) of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1867. 


Case stated by revising barrister for the Monmouth district borough 
and county borough of Newport. Objection was taken to the registra- 
tion of 1,284 persons on Division I. of the occupiers’ list of electors for 
the parish of Newport, as parliamentary electors for the parliamentary 
district of Monmouth and as burgesses for the municipal borough of 
Newport. The facts as stated in the case appear from the head-note 
and the following judgment. 

Dartinc, J.—This case raises a very important question on a case 
stated by a revising barrister, who has expunged the name of one 
William Smith and 1,284 persons from the occupation list of the parish 
of Newport. Our decision affects a number of persons, but the circum- 
stances of each case are the same, and it is only necessary to consider 
the case of William Smith. [The learned judge stated the facts as 
above stated, and proceeded :] Upon these facts the revising barrister 
held that Smith was not a rated occupier within the meaning of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1867, the rateable value being over 
eight pounds—viz., twelve pounds—and that his case was covered by 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in Kent v. Fittall (No. 4), and 
that the objection to Smith’s vote was good. It is from this decision 
of the revising barrister that this appeal is brought. Let us see whether 
William Smith was entitled to the franchise. One must look at the 
Representation of the People Act, 1867. By section 3 (3) of that Act 
he is entitled if he ‘“‘ has during the time of such occupation been 
rated as an ordinary occupier in respect of the premises so occupied by 
him within the borough to all rates (if any) made for the relief of the 
poor in respect of such premises.’’ Now it is plain from the case that 
William Smith was rated as an ordinary occupier to the poor rate. But 
there is another requirement before he is entitled to the poor rate. 
By section 3 (4) he must, on or before the 20th of July in the same 
year, have ‘‘ bond fide paid an equal amount in the pound to that pay- 
able by other ordinary occupiers in og op of all poor rates that have 
become payable by him in respect of the said premises up to the pre- 
ceding 5th of January.”” Now hae he paid his poor rates? I think 
he has. It is true that he had entered into an agreement that the land- 
lord should pay the poor rate, and that the landlord had entered into 
an agreement with the town council to pay the poor rate; but the right 
was reserved as against the occupier William Smith if the landlord 
failed to keep his agreement, but the landlord paid the rate. The 
revising barrister came to the conclusion that Smith was not entitled 
to be on the register because he was not a rated occupier within the 
meaning of the Act of 1867. I think he was wrong. He was the person 
rated ; but it appears that because he did not personally pay the rates 
it is said he was not entitled. He did pay, although he did not pay 
with his own hand. I do not see why he should not make an agreement 
for another person to pay the rates. Any doubt there may be is solved 
by looking at section 7 of the Poor Rate Assessment and Collection Act, 


| 1869, by which every payment of a rate by the owner, whether he ia 


himself rated instead of the occupier or has agreed with the occupier 
or with the overseers to pay such rate is to be deemed as payment of 
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the full rate by the occupier for the purpose of any qualification or 


franchise which, as regards rating, depends upon the payment of the | 
It appears, therefore, that this payment of the poor rate | 


poor rate. I _ th 
by the owner was a bond fide payment Py the occupier within the mean- 


ing of section 3 (4) of the Act of 186 
urges upon us that by reason of section 19 of the Act of 1869 no such 
arrangement as took place here is permissible, and that therefore this 
poor rate was not paid, and he also contends that this case is covered 
by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Kent v. Fittall (No. 4) 
(27 T. L. R. 564). I do not think that decision touches this case. From 
the statement of facts in that case it appears that the landlord there 
was rated for the whole house. Here the occupier was rated for this 
hereditament. Here a rate had been paid, and paid by the occupier, 
though by another hand. The case, therefore, of Kent v. Fittall (No. 
4) (ubi supra) has no bearing here, and this occupier was entitled to be 
registered. 
Bankes and Lvsu, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect.—CounsEL, | 
for the appellants, Foote, K.C., Lewis Coward, K.C., and Daldy ; for | 
the respondents, Carr. Soticrrors, Bull d& Bull; Wedlake, Letts, & | 

Birds, for Bickerton H. Deakin, Monmouth. 
[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


BANKRUPTCY—APPOINTMENT OF [TRUSTEE AND COMMITTEE OF INSPECTION— 
Proors or Masoriry or CREDITORS AND COMMITTEE SUBSEQUENTLY 
ExPuNGED—ANNULMENT OF ADJUDICATION—RicHT or TRUSTEE TO | 


Costs INCURRED WITH SANCTION OF COMMITTEE—QUALIFICATIONS FOR | 


Re JONES. Ez parte GOATLY. Vhillimore, J. 16th and 17th Oct. re-elected hon. 
| 
| 
| 


APPOINTMENT ON COMMITTEE—BANKRUPTCY Act, 1883, s. 21, SUB- | 
sEecTIoNsS 1, 2, 4; s. 22, suB-sECTION 1; s. 35, sUB-SECTION 2; s. 138; | 


s. 143, sUB-SECTION 2. 

A trustee who has been appointed by creditors and permitted to | 
incur costs by a committee of inspection, whose proofs have subse- 
quently been expunged, with the result that the adjudication has been 


annulled and a new trustee appointed, is, in the absence of fraud on | 


his part, entitled to have such costs out of the estate. ne ; 
A creditor is qualified for appointment to the committee of inspection 
by section 5 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, even before he has tendered 


a proof. 


Application for an order disallowing the costs of solicitors incurred | 


by a former trustee in the bankruptcy. Upon the adjudication of the 
bankrupt a majority of the creditors, who had then proved, appointed 


a Mr. Dicksee trustee in the bankruptcy, with a committee of inspec- | 


tion, and the Board of Trade certified that his appointment had been 


duly made. The committee of inspection, by a majority, sanctioned | 


the employment of solicitors by the trustee to conduct certain litiga- 
tion, in the course of which considerable costs were incurred. After 
these costs had been incurred the proofs of the majority of the 
creditors who had elected Mr. Dicksee were expunged, as were also 
the proofs of the members of the committee of inspection, who had 
sanctioned the employment of solicitors. The adjudication was annulled, 
and a new first meeting was held, at which the present trustee was 


elected. Upon Mr. Dicksee bringing in his solicitors’ bill against the | 
estate, the trustee made the present application for disallowance of | 
these costs, on the grounds that Dicksee was not duly appointed | 


trustee, having been elected by the votes of creditors who had no 
provable debts, and that the resolutions of the committee of inspection 
authorizing the employment of solicitors had been carried by persons 
ultimately held not to be creditors, and who were therefore not entitled 
to be upon the committee. With regard to the latter point, it was 
contended that eection 22, sub-section 1, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883— 
‘** The creditors qualified to vote may at their first or any subsequent 
meeting appoint from among the creditors, qualified to vote — 
a committee of inspection’’—had been narrowed by section 5 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1890, which substitutes ‘“‘ from among the creditors ’’ for 
the words ‘‘from among the creditors qualified to vote.’’ It was 
argued that this amendment excluded from the committee creditors 
whose proofs had only been admitted for the purpose of voting, and 
confined membership of the committee to creditors whose proofs had 
been admitted for dividend. The majority of the committee in the 
present case, having been held to have no provable debts, were thevre- 
fore not duly appointed. Counsel for the respondent contended that in 
the absence of fraud the trustee was entitled to have his costs out of 
the estate, even though the proofs of those who elected him trustee and 
authorized him to employ solicitors were subsequently expunged. The 
Board of Trade had certified under section 21, sub-section 1, of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, that his appointment had been duly made, and 
by section 21, sub-section 4, his appointment took effect from the date 
of that certificate. By section 138 such certificate is made conclusive 
evidence of his appointment; by section 143, sub-section 2, ‘‘ No defect 
or irregularity in the appointment or election of a receiver, trustee, or 
member of the committee of inspection shall vitiate any act done by 
him in good faith”; and by section 35, sub-section 2, where an adjudi- 
cation has been annulled, as in the present case, ‘‘ All acts theretofore 
done by the trustee shall be valid.’”” With regard to section 5 


of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, it was intended to enlarge section 22, 
sub-section 1, of the Act of 1883, and enable the creditors to elect as 
members of the committee persons who were known to be creditors, but 
who, not having tendered their proofs, were not yet qualified to vote. 


Counsel for the respondent | 


| Colyer. 


Puittmore, J., dismissed the application, holding that, in the 
absence of fraud, the trustee was entitled to take his coste out of the 
estate, in spite of the fact that the proofs of those who elected bim 
| trustee and authorized. him to incur such costs had been subsequently 
| expunged. With regard to section 5 of the Act of 1890, he held that 


| its intention was to enable the creditors to appoint to the committee of 
| inspection persons who were known to be creditors for large amounts, 
or to be thoroughly conversant with the bankrupt’s business, but who, 
not having tendered their proofs by the date of the first meeting of 
ereditors, would not have been eligible under the provisions of section 
22, sub-section 1, of the Act of 1883.—CounsgL, Cecil Walsh; Clayton, 
| K.C., and F. Mellor. Soxtcrrors, Young, Son, & Ward; Colyer & 


[Reported by P. M. Francxz, Barrister-at-Law ] 








Societies. 
Hertfordshire Law Society. 


The twenty-ninth annual meeting of the Hertfordshire Law Society 


| was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, W.C., on Wed- 
| nesday, the 18th instant. Mr. 8. M. Robinson, of St. Albans, was 


elected president, and Mr. F. A. Wright, of Hitchin, vice-president 
of the society for the ensuing year. Mr. C. E. Longmore, C.B., was 
secretary and treasurer. The annual report was 


| received and adopted, and the subjects of land transfer and the County 


Courts Bill were considezed. 

The members afterwards dined together at the Law Society’s Hall, 
Chancery-lane, when, amongst others, the following were present. :— 
Mr. S. M. Robinson (president), in the chair, the president of the 
Law Society, Sir Henry Johnson, His Honour Judge Tindal-Atkinson, 
His Honour Judge Wheeler, Mr. H. F. J. Banham, Mr. F. B. L. H. 
Beal, Dr. W. Osborn Boyes, Mr. W. Archibald Boyes, Mr. 8S. P. B. 
Bucknill, Mr. A. Clark, Mr. E. R. Cook, Mr. B. H. R. Daltry, Mr. 
E. P. Debenham, Mr. T. R. Colquhoun Dill, Mr. R. Ellett, Mr. 8S. J. 
Ellis, Mr. E. Houghton Fry, Mr. Forrest Fulton, Mr. Eustace Fulton, 
Mr. L. J. Fulton, Mr. J. 8. P. Godsell, Mr. J. B. T. Gough, Mr. 
| H. S. Hawks, Mr. M. T. Hodding, Mr. 8. W. Howe, Mr. J. D. Hunt, 
Mr. F. C. E. Jessopp, Mr. N. E. Kelly, Mr. A. J. G. Lindsell, Mr. 
C. E. Longmore, C.B., Mr. P. R. Longmore, Mr. P. E. Longmore, 
| Mr. R. A. Nelson, Mr. T. Ottaway, Mr. C. F. Part, Mr. E. Gray M. 
Phillips, Mr. J. K. Riggali, Mr. H. T. P. Royle, Mr. L. F. Smeath- 
man, the Mayor of St. Albans, Mr. Neville R. Sworder, Mr. E. H. 
Tindal-Atkinson, Mr. F. Wilson. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Union of England and Wales, 


The fifth general meeting will be held on Friday, the 3rd of Novem- 
ber, 1911, at the Monico Restaurant, Regent Street, W., at 6 for 
6.15 p.m., when the chair will be taken by Mr. H. R. Pyke. Agenda :— 
(1) To pass the minutes of the last general meeting. (2) To receive 
and pass the reports of the committee, the registrar, and the group 
secretary respectively. (3) To receive and pass the accounts for the 
year ending the 30th of September, 1911. (4) To elect a committee 
and auditor for the year ending the 30th of September, 1912. (5) To 
make the draft rules operative until the Ist of October, 1912. (6) To 
authorize the committee at their discretion to continue to publish 
‘** practice points ’’ for another year. (7) To consider the advisability 
of continuing to have club headquarters. (8) Motion : ‘‘ That barristers, 
solicitors, articled clerks to solicitors, clerks who have been articled to 
solicitors, and bar students be eligible for membership of the union.’’— 
Mr. W. 8. Jones. Notices of motion and nominations for the com- 
mittee must reach a secretary of the union by the 31st of October, 
1911. 


The fifth examination dinner and smoking concert will be held at 
the Monico Restaurant, Regent Street, W., on Friday, the 3rd of 
November, 1911, at 7.15 for 7.30 p.m. The chair will be taken by Mr. 
W. J. Humrrys, the President of the Law Society, and members are 
earnestly requested to attend and support him and to make the even- 
ing as great a success as the last examination dinner and smoking 
concert. The dinner and concert are open to all law students, whether 
members of the union or not. Tickets, 5s. each. Evening dress 
optional. Gentlemen willing to assist in the musical programme are 
requested to communicate immediately with Mr. John F. Chadwick, 
21, Buckley Road, Brondesbury, London, joint hon. sec. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Stupents’ Depatina Socrery.—Oct. 17.—Chairman, Mr. F. 
Burgis.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘That the case of Lloyd v. 
Grace, Smith, & Co. (1911, 2 K. B. 489) was wrongly decided.” Mr. 
W. S. Meeke opened in the affirmative, Mr. E. W. Shearn seconded in 
the affirmative; Mr. R. W. Handley opened in the negative, Mr. R. H. 
Willcocks seconded in the negative. The following members continued 
the debate :—Messrs. Blackwell, H. F. Rubinstein, Ermess, Talbot, 
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Pleedwell, W. 8. Jones, King, Kafka, Davies, and Heal. The motion 
was lost by six votes, 

Oct. 24.—Chairman, Mr. W. 8. Jones.—The subject for debate was : 
“ That in the opinion of this House the Trades Disputes Act, 1906, 
should be repealed.’’ Mr. W. 8S. Meeke opened in the affirmative ; 
Mr. H. G. Meyer opened in the negative. The following members 
continued the debate :—Messrs. Chadwick, Enness, Burgis, Willcocks, 
King, Strickland, Young, Davies, Hickman (visitor), Pleadwell and 
Skeels. The motion was carried by 10 votes. 


BIRMINGHAM Law Stupvents’ Sociery.—Oct. 17.—Mr. E. H. Clutter- | 


buck in the chair.—The following moot point was debated: ‘‘A., a 
solicitor, is instructed by B. to recover damages from C. in respect 
of an accident which has in fact occurred to D., whom B. personates. 
C. agrees to pay £20 in settlement on having a receipt in full discharge 
of all claims and demands. B. forges a receipt in these terms, which 
A. forwards to C. with a letter in which he states that he encloses 
‘form of receipt duly signed by D.,’ and B. accordingly obtains the 
£20. C. is subsequently called upon to pay damages to D. in respect 
of the accident. A. has no knowledge of the fraud. Has C. any right 
of action against A.?’’ Mr. T. H. Ennis opened in the affirmative, 
and was supported by Messrs. P. M. Kerwood, B. B. Davis, E. C. G. 
Clarke, A. J. Hatwell, H. Cooke, and Maurice I. Clutterbuck. Mr. 
J. D. Sampson opened in the negative, and was supported by Messrs. 
J. B. Hargreave, D. E. Ward, D. A. Parry, W. J. Blackham, R. W. 
Frazier, H. 8S. Brookes, H. D. Price, and G. H. Willcox. After the 
openers had replied, the chairman summed up, and on the question 
being put to the meeting, the voting resulted : For the affirmative, 11; 
for the negative, 9. 


Sir Courtenay ‘ibert on Methods of 


Legislation. 
On Wednesday, Sir Courtenay Ilbert, G.C.B., K.C.S.I., C.L.E., 


delivered a lecture at University College, London, on this subject. 
After referring to the historical relation of the English and French legis- 
lative systems, noting that Dumont, who ‘“‘devilled’’ for Mirabeau, 
had translated a work by Sir Samuel Romilly on the rules of the 
English House of Commons, he passed to the subject of the Prepara- 
tion of Bills, as to which he spoke of the ‘trained and skilled staff ”’ 
who assisted the Government in the preparation of their Bills, and 
recorded his dissent from the regret sometimes expressed at the small 
share taken by the private member in the initiation of measures which 
eventually passed. It was, he said, for the interest of the public that 
the laws by which they were to be governed should be carefully pre- 
pared, and though no one would think of proposing to reserve to the 
Government the right of introducing Bills, yet it would be impossible 
to place at the disposal of every private member the services of the 
trained and skilled staff who assisted the Government in the preparation 
of their Bills. Turning to the evolution of Parliamentary procedure, 
he characterized as the decisive step in the history of English legis- 
lation the transition from legislation by petition to legislation by Bill. 
In the sixteenth century the committees of the English Parliament 
were small committees of one or two persons. A committee would 
often include ‘‘ all the gentlemen of the long robe,”’ or the lawyers who 
were members. The attendance, however, was often scanty, and it 
became the practice to invite any member who wished to attend. Thus 
grew up the practice cf committees of the whole House. The increase 
in the bulk of legislation led to the institution of standing committees, 
and the extension of that system, together with the reform in the 
rules of procedure, in 1907. This system of standing committees had, 
on the whole, worked well. But when the discussions raised important 
questions of general principle there was a tendency to raise such ques- 
tions again before the whole House on the Report stage, a process 
which involved tedious repetition. Nobody pretended that the legis- 
lative procedure of Parliament was satisfactory. But the problem of 
legislating through the agency of a representative and popular Assembly 








had nowhere been satisfactorily solved. He proceeded to enquire what | 


was the reason mainly responsible for the unintelligible form of many 
Bills, and especially for the abuses of referential legislation? It was 
the chaotic and fragmentary condition of our statute law, which made 
an amending Act a new and ugly patch on a complicated piece of 
patchwork. What progress, he asked, had been made with the useful 
but unattractive work of consolidation? Ten years ago he was disposed 
to give a gloomy answer to that question, but to day he could give a 
more satisfactory and hopeful answer, for, thanks mainly to the prac- 
tical interest shown in the subject by the present Lord Chancellor, 
progress had been resumed and was reasonably good. It would, he 
considered, be easy for the Lords to constitute a very effective revising 
body by forming a small legislative committee. But it was not easy to 
combine the functions of a revising body, accepting the principles of a 
measure and merely endeavouring by improvement of form to give 
better and fuller effect to those principles, with a claim to exercise 
co-ordinate legislative authority. 








The partnership between Mr. C. R. Field and Mr. William Glasier, 
under the style of Field, Sons and Glasier, surveyors, has been dissolved 
as from the 29th of September last. Mr. Field will continue the buei- 
ness under the old style of Field and Sons, and Mr. Glasier will 
practise in his own name at No. 17, Pall Mall East, S.W. 


Obituary. 
Mr. W. F. Craies. 


Mr. William Feilden Craies, barrieter-at-law, died on ery | last. 
He was born at Brisbane, Australia, and came to England at the age 
of ten years. He gained a scholarship at Winchester School and subse- 
| quently a scholarship to New College, Oxford. He obtained a first 
| class in Classical Moderations in 1875 and in Jit. Hum. in 1877. He 
was called to the bar in 1882. We have endeavoured elsewhere to do 
justice to the reputation he gained at the bar, but we may add here 
that in the midst of his professional engagements he found time to 
keenly interest himself in many philanthropic societies, and was also 
for many years an active member of the Kensington Borough Council. 


Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Ernest Murray Pottocx, K.C., M.P., has been appointed 
Recorder of the borough of Kingston-on-Thames in succession to Mr. 
Justice Avory, vedenell 

Mr. Cuartes Epwarp Jones, Barrister-at-Law, has been appointed 
Recorder of Saffron Walden and Maldon, in place of the late Judge 
Willis, K.C. 

Dr. Epwin Fresurtetp, F.S.A., Solicitor, has been appointed Chair- 
man of the Standing Committee of the Lieutenancy of the City, in the 
room of the late Mr. I. Hampton Hale. 


Mr. Georce Srapytton Barnes, C.B., Barrister-at-Law, has been 
appointed Comptroller-General of the Labour Department, in succes- 


sion to Sir George R. Askwith, K.C.B., who has been appointed Chief 
Industrial Commissioner. 

Mr. Epcar J. Excoop, Barrister-at-Law, has been elected Chairman 
of the West Kent Quarter Sessions, in succession to the late Earl of 
Cranbrook. 











Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolution. 


The partnership subsisting between Messrs. Skipper & Tucker, 
solicitors, of Warwick House, 8, Warwick-court, Gray’s-inn, London, 
has been dissolved by mutual consent as from the 29th of September 
last. Mr. Skipper will continue to carry on his practice at the above 
address; Mr. Tucker has taken offices at No. 11, Gray’s-inn-place, 
Gray’s-inn, and will practise there as from this date. 








Information Required. 


JOHN LILLINGDINE, DECEASED.—Information is required 
by the undersigned as to the Death and Grant of Probate or Adminis- 
tration to the Estate of the above, who married Ann De Lannoy in 
1728 and was living in 1733. The said Ann De Lannoy was the daughter 
of Peter De Lannoy, of London, Esq. F. Wickings Smith and Son, 
solicitors, 23, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


MATTHEW GIBSON, DECEASED.—Information is required by 
the undetsigned as to the Death and Grant of Probate or Administra- 
tion to the Estate of the above, who was an Executor of and beneficially 
interested under the Will, dated the 7th of September, 1792, and proved 
on the 5th of April, 1795, of John Croger, and was in such Will described 
as ‘‘of Mortimer-street, Cavendish-square, playing-card manufacturer.”’ 
F. Wicklings Smith and Son, solicitors, 23, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 





General. 


An uncommon instance of diligent performance of duties was, it is 
stated, mentioned at a meeting a the Charity Trustees at Faversham. 
A letter was read from the clerk, Mr. F. F. Giraud, solicitor, in which 
he explained that he was attending the Cinque Ports Court at Dover 
that day as deputy for the town clerk, and he added that this was his 
first absence from a meeting of the trustees since his appointment to 
the clerkship in 1857, fifty-four years ago. Mr. Giraud, says an even- 
ing journal, was town clerk of Faversham for over thirty years, and 
he has the distinction of being the only man on whom the freedom of 
the borough has ever been conferred. 


It is stated that the Local Government Board has authorized experi- 
mentally the institution of a register of those casuals who are identified 
by the Board’s officers as habitual vagrants. This register, which is 
under the control of the Metropolitan Poor Law Inspectors, has now 
been in operation for some months, and particulars of nearly 1,000 
persons of this class have already been recorded. Certain charitable 
agencies, dealing with homeless persons, have now been invited to 
supplement the register by contributing records of such persons apply- 
ing to them as it appears desirable should be registered. By this 


means an important step has been taken in the direction of concerted 
action between the authorities and voluntary agencies and the preven- 
| tion of overlapping and checking of imposition, 
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ASSURANCE. 


One of the oldest Companies in existence, has stood the test of nearly 200 years, and is widely known 























for the liberal treatment of its Polic i 
: y Holders and for the moderate premiums charged. The 
operations of the Corporation extend to the following classes of business: 
pape — LIFE, SEA, ACCIDENTS, | Insurance against 
INCORPORATED granted to —_| pyRGLaRY, MOTOR GAR,| !°SS or damage by 
, GOVERNOR 
joe ANN UITANTS PLATE GLASS, FI RE SIR NEVILE 
when health | EMPLOYERS'LIABILITY, | on property of nearly a aa 
is impaired. FIDELITY GUARANTEB. | every description. 

















THE CORPORATION WILL ACT AS 
EXECUTOR OF WILLS, TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS, TRUSTEE 
FOR DEBENTURE HOLDERS. 


Trust Funds are not liable for the Debts of the Corporation as a Trading concern. 








Apply for full Prospectus to the Manager at the Law Courts Branch, 29 and 30, High Holborn, W.C., or to the Secretary, 
Head Office, Royal Exchange, London, E.C. 








In a workman’s compensation case, Kitchenham v. Owners of 8.8. 
Johannesburg (1911, A. C. 417, 80 L. J. K. B. 1102), Lord Loreburn, 
says the Law Quarterly Review, made a remark which ought to be set 
in letters of gold over the doors of every county court and of the Court 
of Appeal : ‘‘ The facts in different cases are infinitely different, and if 
we were upon each argument to discuss them and to differentiate one 
from another, judgments in courts of law would be interminable, and 
would lead rather to confusion than to enlightenment.’’ We hope—but 
not with much confidence—that these words of good sense may do 
something to check the treatment of mere matters of fact as if ‘they 
were matter for propositions of law, and the consequent choking of 
our reports with discussions which are of doubtful use now, and will 
certainly be of no use to any human being a few years hence. 

Mr. John Marks, the President of the Auctioneers’ Institute, in an 
address on the 20th inst., said that as to the property market, the 
aggregate realizations during the year were approximately 24 millions 
sterling more than in the corresponding period of 1910. In January- 
June, 1910, 52,077 acres changed hands for £918,896, compared with 
60.115 acres in January-June of the present year, for £1,626,113. 
Those statistics were more eloquent than words. They testified that 
the “‘alienation of estates’’ was assuming immense proportions, and 
the consequences—all that is implied as to the future of the country— 
may well form food for reflection on the part of those who have hitherto 
thought that the prosperity and contentment of the country depended 
to some extent on the old-established system of land tenure. “Experience 
shewed that since the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, became law, licensed 
property has depreciated by at least from 25 to 33 per cent. 

Sir John Macdonell, C.B., as Quain Professor of Comparative Law, 
_ on the 18th inst. the first of a course of lectures at University 

ollege upon the chief systems of legal procedure, as illustrated by 
certain trials. He took first the trial of Socrates, as to which he said 
that there was no class of permanent professional judges at Athens. 
Ancient democracy there did not know such, nor did ancient aristocracy 
at Rome. Every citizen above thirty was potentially a judge. With 
our population we worked with 75,000 jurymen ; in Athens, with about 
20,000 to 25,000 citizens and a free population of 100,000, they required 
6,000. Jefferson’s idea of a judiciary elected and renewed at short 
intervals had been far surpassed. The Athenian people had taken the 
step which extreme modern democrats had sometimes threatened. The 
tribunal, 501 in number, was a big crowd. The trial resembled rather 
trial by the House of Commons—a paid House of Commons—than a 
jury of twelve. The indictment as preserved would have been bad, 
according to English or Scotch law, for want of particularity. In all 
probability the Apology did not give the speech as delivered. To the 
question, was it a fair trial and was Socrates guilty, there could be but 








one answer. Those who prized order and the safety of the State 
above all else would say it was a good and_ necessary deed. In the 
community were fears similar to those which sent Condorcet to the 
guillotine and led to the burning of Priestley’s house amid shouts of 
“ No philosophers; Church and State!” 

In the City of London Court on Tuesday, says the J'imes, Sir John 
Paget, K.C., heard a case in which Messrs. Jones, Lang, and Co., 
auctioneers, Cheapside, sued Mr. Frank Bindley, solicitor, Mitre-court, 
Temple, to recover two guineas for inspecting property in Oat-lane 
and making a valuation upon his instructions. Mr. R. F. Taylor, a 
member of the plaintiff firm, said that he did not know anyone else in 
the matter except the defendant, who gave him details of the property 
and asked him to make the valuation. Solicitors were coming to them 
every day acting for executors, and that had been the practice for 
many years. They could never carry on their business as surveyors 
if solicitors were not personally liable. He did not know that the 
defendant was acting for Mr. Thomas Briggs, an executor ef an 
estate. He did not know even now who thg principal was. The 
defendant said that he did not pledge his own authority when he went 
to the plaintiffs. He gave them instructions on behalf of Mr, Thomas 
Briggs, and the plaintiffs had specific notice as to the principal. Sir 
J. Paget said he must find for the defendant. The plaintiffs had acted 
as agents for a principal disclosed either by name or by description. 
The defendant said that he would not ask for costs in the circumstances. 

A peculiar question under the patent laws has, says the American 
Law Review, recently been presented in the Federal courts of California. 
The complainant claimed a patent for ‘‘ an apartment houee and dis- 
appearing bed.’’ The essential features of the invention are the con- 
struction of adjacent rooms in an apartment house in such a way that 
in one of the rooms, by the use of a double floor, a recess is created, 
into which a bed from the adjoining room may be stowed when not 
in use, thereby closing the opening between the rooms in such a way 
as to leave no suggestion of a bed. In holding the claim not patentable, 
the court says :—‘‘ Patents may be obtained for any new and useful 
art, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and 
useful improvement. It is claimed that the invention in the present 
case comes within the term ‘ manufacture,’ when that term is given 
the liberal construction which accords with the genius and purpose 
of the patent laws. But it clearly would be an undue expansion of the 
word ‘manufacture’ to hold that it includes -the construction of a 
house, or of any room or recess in a house. As used in the patent laws, 
manufactures comprise articles or implements made by human agency 
from raw or prepared materials. It would be a gross misuse of the 
word to say that a house, or a room in a house, is manufactured.” 
In another case the court was of the opinion that a gaol cannot be con- 
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sidered a machine or a manufacture or a composition of matter within 
the meaning of the Patent Act. 

Judge Sir T. Snagge, sitting at the Kettering County Court on 
Tuesday, says the 7'imes, referred to the 118 judgment summonses 
before him as the highest number he had ever had in that court. He 
was sorry to say that throughout the whole of his circuit judgment 
summonses were increasing by leaps and bounds. One reason was the 
Married Women’s Property Act and another the hire-purchase system. 
It was a monstrous system, but, unfortunately, it was the law. The 
Treasury were running county courts like a shop, and the more 
customers there were attracted to the shop the more fees went into the 
Treasury. It was oppressing and repulsive work for the county court 
judges. There were four or five score of poor, wretched people, 
broken down—the bankrupts of the working class—who could hardly 
keep body and soul together, with too large families and too small 
wages, with the cost of living increasing and further taxes about to 
be put on them. In face of that he had to make orders to screw the 
last penny out of them or give the breadwinner three weeks in gaol. 
It was an odious and dreadful system, but fifty-four county court 


judges with himself were administering it all over the country. He 
did not think the public understood what went on in the county courts, 
and he was sure that the Legislature did not. It would seem that 
the Legislature had no time to deal with such topics. 








Royat Navat Cotiece, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer”? (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvrt.] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reoisreans tx ATTENDANCE oO” 









Dat Emereexcy Apprat Court Mr.Justice Mr. Justice 
ate. Rota. No, 2, Joyor. Swisvew Eapy. 
Monday Oct. 30 Mr Church Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Goldschmid 
Tuesday s+... 31 Thee Church Farmer Synge 
Wednady, Nov, 1 Bloxam Theed Leach Church 
Thursday ....... 2 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 
Friday . 3 Leach Farmer Real Bloxam 
Saturday. 4 Borrer Leach Greswell Farmer 

Dat Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

ate, Wasnixoror, Navi.us. PaRKea. Evs. 

Monday Oct, 30 Mr Borrer Mr Theed Mr Leach Mr Greswe'l 
Tuesday ....+... $1 Beal Bloxam Borrer Goldsshmid t 
Wednsdy, Nov. 1 Greawell Farmer Beal Synge 
Thursday ......... Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Charch 
Friday .....0.. 3 Synge Borrer Goldschmidt Theed 
Saturday........ 4 Charch Beal Synge Bloxam 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Oct. 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Limirep in Cmanogry. 


* ALALA”™ STEAMSHIP Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 23, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Koberts, 
Tower bidgs, liquidator 

BARTON-UNDER-NEEDWOOD GAs Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 18 to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 
— or claims, to Charles Harrison, 179, Horninglow st, Burton upon Trent, 
iquidator. 

F, & H. Stokes & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 27, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Carl Muth, 
14, St, Ann's eq, Manchester, liquidator. 

James H. Tozer & Son, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before De> 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John William 
Davidson, ¢, Castle st, Liverpool. Alsop & Co, Liverpool, solors tor the liquidator. 

KEYMER BRICK AND TILE Co (1904), Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 13, 
direeted to be heard Oct 2). Braby & Waller, 5, Arundel st, Strand, solors for the 
petnrs. Nocice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Oct 30. 

LIVINGSTONE, Muir & Co, Ltp—Creditors sre r quired, on or before Dec 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particu'ars of their debts cr claims, to Louis Henry 





Weatherley, 14, George st, Maxsion House. Redfern, Hunt, & Co, Frederick's pl, Old | 


Jewry, solors for the liquidator. 

N. & T. LONSDALE, Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Crediters are reqilired, on of 
before Nov 6, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
or claims, to John H. 8. Matthews, 2 Sudelicross, Blackburn. Backhouse, Blackburn. 
solor for the liquidators. 

rak-Kos-Kore Co, Lrp—Petn for winding-up, presented Oct 13, directed to be heard 
Oct 31. Fraser & Christian 4, Finsbury circus, solors for the petnr. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Oct 30. 


WHITLEY BAY AMERICAN ROLLER SKATING RINK, L1D—Creditors are required, on or 


before Nov 9, to send their names and a:dresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Athol Campbell, Victoria bldgs, West st, Gateshead, liquidator. 
London Gazette,—TUESDAY, Oct 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitzep 1m OnAnogsY. 


ANGLO-GREBK MACHINERY Co, LrpD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 25, to send their names and addresses, and particulars or 
their debts and claims, to William Ernest Good, 18, Finsbury sq, liquidator. 


| 
| 
| 


Frank A. CHATWIN, LTD0—Credito s ar2 required, on or before Nov 18, to send their 
nume; and addresses, and the particulars of theic debt or claims, to Charles Thomas 
App'eby, 26, Corporation sc, Birmingham, liquidator. 

INCORPORATED LIVERPOOL INSTITUTE OF COMPARATIVE PATHOLOGY oy LIQUIDATION)— 
Creditors prior to Dec 31, are required to send particulars of their claims, to John 
Merrett Wade, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool, liquidator. 

MORLEY ROLLER SKATING RINK Ltp—Creditora ara reqired on or before Nov 6, t» 
se d their names and a idre ses, and the particulars of their debt: or claims to Arnold 
Hooper, Old Bank chmbrs,-Cheapside. 

PALMER, AND MyOrort Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Archibald 
Galland Mellors 1, King John's chambers, Bridlesmith gt, Nottingham, liquidator. 

SouTH AND Wrst YORKSHIRE TRADING Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or b fore 
Nov 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of th-ir debts cr claims, 
to George William Townend, Carlis’e-chambers, Goole, liquidator, 





Resolutions for Winding-up’ Voluataril v. 
London Gazetie.—TUESDAY, Oct. 10. 


ALALA" STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
CRAVEN (RODLEY) LTD. 
DROYLSDEN RUBBER WORKS LTD. 
ROCHDALE PIONEER PERMANENT MONEY Society Ltp. 
PANDAN (JOHORE) RUBBER EsTATES LTD (Amalgamation). 
ALLEN & MANNOOCH LTD. 
PNEUMATIC SPRING SYNDICATE LTD. 
Matson Cosway LTD, 
MIDDLESEX ELECTRIC THEATRES LTD. 
MURIE AEROPLANES LTD. 
IMPERIUM FOLDING CAR Co, LTD. 
Lop@r HoLes CoLurery Co, Lrp. 
BRUTON GIRLS’ SCHOOL Co, LzD. 
VAUGHAN TURTON ET Cre, LTD. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Oct. 17. 


IsLE OF THANET Ice Co, Lb. 

CoTTon CoRD AND VELVET CUTTING MACHINE Co, LD. 
PWLLHELI CONSERVATIVE CLUB Co, LTD. 

SAILING Sup “ LATIMER" Co, LTD, 

Cork STREET CLUB, LTD. 

OLIVER CLARK & Co, LTD. 

Yor« Disrrict AND East RipisG PuBLic House Trust Co, LTD. 
PEATBOARD SYNDICATE, LTD. 

ROCHDALE ADVANCE AND INVESTMENT Co, LTD. 
LiIpHook GAs Co, LTD. 

Liss GAs Co, LTD, 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Oct. £0 —Mersrs. Tucxetr & Sow, at the Mart, at 2: Le.sehold Reside-ca and 
Propsrty (see advertisement, back page, Oct. 21). 

Oct. 31.—Messrs. Bropis, Times & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freshold Ground Rents 
(see advertisement, page 24, this week). 

Nov. 1.—Messrs Hampton & Sons, at the Mart: Freehold Investment (see advertise- 
ment, back page, Oct. 7). , 

Nov. 2.—Meesrs. H. C. Foster & Ceanrre.p, at the Mart, ai 2: Absolute Reversions, 
Reversions and Policies of Assurance (see advertisemsnt, page 24 , this week). 

Nov. 2.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents (see ac- 
vertisement, psge 24 , this week). y ; 

Nov. 7.—Messrs. Harrops, Lid., It the Mart: Freehold Residences, &c. (see ad- 
vertisement, page xv, this week). 

Nov. 14 and 28.—Meesrs. Venrom, Bort & Coorxr, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Ground Rents (see advertisement, back page, Oct. 21). 

Nov. 21.—Messre. Dasennam, Tewson Ricnarveon & Co, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Properties and Building Sites, &c. (see advertisement, page xv, this week). 

Nov. 23.—Measrs. Saattrizcr, Avtew & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Investm nt 
820 advertisement, page 24, this week). 








, Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fatpay, Oct, 20. 


Gasu, Josera, Bishop Auckland, Durham Des 8 Gish v Gash, Swinfen Eady, J 
Proid, Bishop Auckland Z 

Hannan, Fasny Davis, Walm ln, Willesden Green Nov18 Dewos v Toulmin, Joycel 
J Twist, B:oomsbury pl, Bloomsbury sq 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crarm, 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Oct 20. 


BERNSTEIN, SIGMUND, Compayne gdns, South Hampstead, Manufacturers’ Agent Nov 24 
Russell & Arnholz, Great Winchester st 

BINGHAM, HERBERT FRANGOPULO, Republic of Nicaragua Nov 16 Samuel & Co,5 and 
6, G eat Winchester st 

BIRD, WILLIAM, Ludlow, Salop, Furniture Remover Nov 17 Weyman& Co, Ludlow 

Bonp, HERBERT WILLIAM, Perth, Western Australia Dec 15 Kingsford & Co, Essex st 

BOULANGER, FRANOIS IstpORE, Margate Nov 17 Gomm, Lincoln's inn fields 

Briegs, ELIZABETH SMITH, 1ork Nov18 Dent & Scruton, York 

Brices, JAMES, York, Currier Nov 18 Dent & Scruton, York a 

BROWN, GEORGE, Stechford, Worcester, Furniture Dealer Nov13 Glaisyer, Birmingham 

Bursok, CAROLINE ANNE, Hatcham Park rd, New Cross Dec 2 Beckingsale & Co, 
Copthall av 

Buss, J CLIUS, Victoria s‘, Consulting Engi.eer Nov 20 Light & Fulton, Laurence 
Pountaey hill 

BUTCHER, WALTER, Burnham Market, Norfolk, Grocer Nov 20 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

CHAMBERLIN, ALFRED, Oxford rd, Finsbury Park, Merchant Nov30 Andrew & Co, 
Great James st Si 

Cook, EDWARD ARTHUR, Fenchurch st, Licensed Victualler Dec 1 Loxley & (0, 
Cheapside : 

COUNIHAN, JEREMIAH, Salisbury rd, Manor Park, Essex Nov 20 Morris, Queen Annes 
chmbrs, Broadway, Westminster 

CoxyNE, MICHABL, Chelford, Chester, Farm Labourer Nov 30 Barclay & Co, Maccles 
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ees ELLEN, Dulwich Common, Dulwich Nov 18 Drase & At‘lee, 

silliter sq 

EDDOWES, ELIZABETH, Cheltenham Decl Wace, Shrewsbury 

FARROW, JAMES RICHARD, Royston, Herts, Plumber Nov 22 Banham, Royston 

FoULbDSs, HERBERT, Beaconsfield, Bucks Dec 1 Hempsons, flenrietta st, Strand 

GARDINER, WILLIAM, Buenos Ayres Nov 30 ‘Trower & Co, New sq 

GARLAND, ANN, Harrogate Nov2 Raworth & Vo, Harrogate 

GARLAND, ROBERT, Harrogate, Innkeeper Nov2 Raworth & Co, Harrogate 

GOWARD, FREDERICK, Carlyle rd, Manor Park, Essex Nov 10 Twyford, Moorgate st 

HAMLIM, EDWARD CAMPBELL, Bristol, Agent Nov30 Wright & Co, Leamington 

HILL, ANN, Cheriton, Kent Dec 1 Hall, Folkestone 

HOLDSWORTH, SAMCEL, Poole Forthwith Budge, Poole 

HOLLINS, GEORGIANA JANE, Knutsford, Chester Nov 20 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

ace) (eee by the Se1, Yorks Nov 22 Storey & Hopper, Sunder- 
an 

IRVING. JANF, Dalston, Cumberland Nov 25 8 & H § Cartmell, Carlisle 

JONES, MARY ANN, Lees,nr Oldham. Decl Rowbotham, Oldham 

—— — WILLIAM LEz, Dieppe, France Nov 19 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln's 
nn feids 

LANE, EDWIN, Kimmeridge, Dorset, Farmer Nov 27 Clark, Wareham 

LIT®LEWOOD, JOHN, Holme, Westmorland Oct 31 Saul, Lancaster 

LORING, CAROLINE Lyttelton, Victoria rd, Kensington Nov 30 
Theobald’s rd 

Low, GEORGE, Gaskarth rd, Balham Hill Nov21 Hellyar, New Broad st 

Mason, JAMES, Kendal, Miik Vendor Nov 3 Watson & Chorley, Kendal 

OW&N, RICHARD, Brynsiencyn, Anglesey Nov 13 Owen, Bangor 

PRATT, ANNA ELLEN, Teigamouth, Devon Nov 18 Tozer & Dell, Teignmouth 

a ANN, Moore Park rd, Walham Green Nov2 Calder & Vo, Lancaster pl, 
Stran 

PUZEY, THOMAS STEFHEN, Moore Park rd, Walham Green Nov17 Calder & Co, Lan- 
easter pl, Strand 

ROBERTS, ELIZABETH, Maesycymmer, Mon Dec 1 Lewis & Co, Merthyr Tydfil 

ROBERTS, THOMAS RICHARD, Liandegai, Carnarvon, Quarryman Nov 20 Jones, Bangor 

ROBEKTSON, ELIZA, Eastbourne Dec 18 Allison & Staniland, Lou h 

SANDERSON, WILLIAM, Kirkham, Lancaster Novi? Gaulter, Fieatwood. 

SHAW, JANE, Congleton, Chester Nov7 HL & WP Reade, Congleton 

a OHN, North Walsall, Noriolk, Surgeon Nov 30 Purdy & Holley, Aylsham, 
vorfo 

SIMMONS, ALFRED, Anerley, Surrey Nov20 Knight, South sq, Gray's Inn 

STUBLEY, FREDERICK ABRAHAM, Liverpool, Sack Merchant Nov 21 Menzies & Co, 
Liverpool 

TAYLOR, THOMAS RICHARD, Southport, Solicitor Nov 1 Taylor, Wigan 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM JOHN, Vigo st, Regent st, Provision Merchant Nov 30 Roberts, 
Basinghall st 

THORINGTON, JAMES, Thundersley, Essex Nov7 Wood & Co, Southend on Sea 

THRUSTANS, MARY ANN, Havant, Havts Nov 15 She!ton & Uo, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 

URE, JOHN, Ware, Herts, Farmer Nov 30 Nye & Co, Serjeants’ inn, Temple 

WENDEN, CHARLES, Braintree, Essex Nov 18 Holmes & Hills, Braintree 

WHARTON, JOSIAH, Thornton le Fylde, Lancaster, Railway Manager Nov 17 Gaulter, 


Wa'ker & Co, 


Fleetwood 
bear ~ CAROLINE, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester Nov 30 Cooper & Sons, Man- 
chester 
ee AGNES LUDLOW, Cambridge st, Hyde Park Dec 4 Jackson & Jackson, 
evizes 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Oct 24, 


BACKHOUSE, EDMUND, Trebah, nr Falmouth Nov 30 Lucas & Co, Darlington 
BOILEAU, MARY GEORGINA, Torquay Nov25 Hext, Torquay 





BRADY, JAMES, the very Rev Canon, Spalding Moor, Yorks Dec 5 Robson, Pock- 
lington 

BROADHEAD, JOHN, Sheffield, Sharebroker Nov 30 Wake & Sons, Sheffi:ld 

BROWNE, SELINA STUART, Bath Nov23 FH & RA Moger, Bath 

CLIF ‘ON, JOHN, Muston, Leicester, Cottager Decl Taomp3on & Sons, Grantham 

CoBB, CLARA MUNRO, Satton, Surrey Nov 24 Bridgman & Co, Colleze hill 

CooK, FREDERICK RICHARD, Sun st, Shoreditch, Lisensed Victualler Nov 16 
& Co, Theobald’s rd 

COOKE, CHARLES WALLWYN RADOLIEFE, Malvern, Worcester Br.okes, Norfolk 
H ,use, Norfolk st, Strand 

CapE, REBECCA, Montague mans, Baker st Nov20 Austin, Clement's inn, Strand 

DENLEY, MARY JANE, Devonport Decl Peare:, Devonport 

DRYNAN, WILLIAM, Romford, Essex, Accountant to Insurance Company 
& Co, Brabant ct 

DUKES, BERNHARD, Great James st, Bedford row Dec5 S»lomon, Finsbury pymt 

EAGLE, ANN MaRtA, Hove, Sussex Novi3 Drake & Co, Rood In 

FOSTER, BERNARD CUNLIFFE, Towcester, Northampton April 10 
bridge 

FURNISS, Epwon, Mansfield, Nottingham Decl Neal & Co, Sheffield 

GILLMAN, WILLIAM HENRY, Devonport Nov 30 Pearce, Devonport 

GLEDHILL, JouN, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester Noy 24 Brooks & Co, Man- 
chester 

GOULD, GEORGE THOMAS HARRISON, Stalbridge, Dorset, 
Sturminster, Newton 

GREEN, GEORGE, North rd, Highgate D2c1 Rubinstein & Co, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s 
ina 

GreEvat?, MARY, Brighton Nov 22 Cockburn & Son, Brighton 

HARGRAVE, HARRIE!T, Upper Marylebone st Nov 20 Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 

How, HorkaAcE THOMAS, Redston rd, Hornsey Nov 30 Edgar & Co, Bank chmbrs 
Hornsey 

HOWARTH, WILLIAM CONQUEST, St Leonards, Sussex Dec 1 

HowsoN, RICHARD, Middlesbrough, Consulting Engineer 
Brad ord 

IRVING, FREDERIC, East Guldeford, Sussex Nov 20 Dawes & Co 

JACOB, HENRY KBENEZER, Winchester Nov 24 Walker, Raymond bldgs, Gray's inn 

KENNARD, HENRY MartYN, Lowndes sq, Middix Dec1l6 Broughton & Co, Great Mar! 
borough st 

KINGSTON, Rev EDWIN JAMES BROMLEY, Norton in the Moors, Stafford Dec8 Heaton 
& Son, Barslem 

McoM¢ster, MARY ELIZA, Bournemouth 
Basinghall st 

MARSHALL, FRANCIS CoTTON, Teignmouth 

NOTLEY, MARGARET, Westgate, Ripon, York Nov 23 

Pace, EDMUND JOHN, Warwick rd, Upper Claptou Dec 1 

PEARSE, EMILY, Plymouth Decl Pearce, Devonport 

RICHARDSON, ROSE MARION, Brighton Nov 25 King-Stephens, Essex st, Strand 

SANDFORD, JOHN, Letton, Staunton upon Wye, Hereford, Builder Dec6 Humfrys & 
Symonds, Hereford 

SAVAGE, Marky, Aldridge, Staffs Dec 20 Evans, Walsall 

SHEKELL, JAMES, Handsworth, St ffs, Builder Nov 30 Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 

THORNTON, CAROLINE, Netherton, nr Huddersfield Novi1s Armitage, & Co, Hudders- 
field 

WHITLOCK, WILLIAM BULSTRODE, Bromley, Kent, Wholesale Provision Merchant Nov 
30 Hogan & Hughes, Arthur st West, London Bridge 

WILD, EDMUND, Bury, Lancs, Farmer Nov 18 Howarth & Son, Bury 

WOLFENDEN, SARAH ANN, Clitheroe, Lancs Nov 20 Wilson & Co, Clitheroe 

WooLcort, WALTER JOHN, Birmingham, Commercial Traveller Novlvd Jaques & Sons, 
Birmingham 


Crossman 


Dee 1 


Dec 2 


Air! 


Ginn & Co, Cam- 


Farner Nov 8 Creech, 


Gould & Coome, Sheffizld 
Nov 30 Horner & Sampson, 


Nov 24 Rundle & Hobrow, Portland House, 


Nov 30 Marge‘ts, Huntingdon 
Hutchinson, Ripoa 
Forbes & Son, Mark In 








| OLIVER, 


WILLIAM, Ord, Northumberland, 


Dairyman ; Burcu, Harowp Henry, and Acraev Wittiau Buaca 





Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Oct, 17. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


BRETT, FRANCIS SAMUEL, Clifton villas, 
Wholesale Bookseller High Court Pet Aug 22 
Oct 12 

BURDEN, LUTHER CAwWS, Durrington, Wilts, F.shmonger 
Salisbury Pet Oct13 Ord Uct 13 

BurGess, HENRY, Cilfynydd, Glam, Baker Pontypridd 
Pet Uct 13 Ord Oct 13 

CARRIER. VICTOR VALENTINE, Great Yarmouth, Baker 
Great Yarmouth Pet Oct12 Ord Oct 12 

DAVIES, EDWIN, Dudleston, Ellesmere, Salop, Farmer 
Wrexham Pet Sept1l Ord Oct 12 

DICKINSON, WILLIAM HENRY, Aldbury, Hertford, Farmer 
Aylesbury Pet Aug 24 Urd Oct 12 

DOLLMANN, JOHN PAUL CARL FREDERICK, King’s gdns, 
Hamp tead, Commission Agent High Court Pet 
June 9 Ord Oct 12 

D’ORAZIO, PLEtRO, Ancoats, Manchester, Ice Cream Maker 
Manchester Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 12 

DUNN, CECIL DE SIVRAC, Titcombe, ar Hungerford, Berks, 
Company Director Newbury Pet Oct 11 Ord Uct 11 

FIELD, JOHN, Langley, Worcester, Turner West Bromwich 
Pct Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

GIBBONS, EDWIN, Woolhope, Hereford Hereford 
Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

HALL, HERBERT RoBéRT, Willesden Green, Cycle Dealer 
High Court Pet Oct13 Ord Oct 13 

UARTLAND, JAMES, Langley, Worcester Clothier 
Bromwich Pet Oct12 Ord Oct 12 

ISAACS, HENRY LAWRENCE, Gravel In, Houndsditch, Hat 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Sept7 Ord Uct 13 

JOHNSON, CHARLES EDWIN, Hoxton st, Timber Merchant 
High Court Pet Sept 20 Ord Oct 13 

Kaye, Harry NEVILLE, Kingsthorpe rd, Sydenham, 
Engineer Greenwich Pet Sept19 Ord Oct i3 

KENNY, JAMES, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Aug 28 Ord 
Oct 13 

KING, ARTHUR, Mansfield, Notts, Umbrella Maker Not- 
tingham Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

LAKE, DAVIp, Ammanford, Carmarthenshire, Outfittter 
Carmarthen PetSept12 Ord Oct 13 


Camden rd, 
Ord 


Pet 


West 


LiT?tLe, THOMAS, South Shields, Timber Merchant New: | 


castle upon Tyne Pet Sept 8 Ord Ovt iL 

Low, GEoRGE HENRY, Torquay, Carpenter Exeter 
Oct 13 Ord Oct 13 

Moork, Freb, Castleford, Yorks, Painter 
Sept 29 Ord Oct 13 

Moork, JOHN, Shrewsbury, Insurance Inspector Shrews- 
bury Pet Uct12 Ord Oct 12 


Pet 


Nixon, ROBERT WILLIAM, Ramsbottom, Lancs, Fish | 


Dealer Bolton Pet O%13 Ord Oct 13 





| 


Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

PAINE, ALFRED, ALFRED D’ARCY PAINE, PERCY WALTER 
PAINE, and ROBERT STEWART LEES, Bedford, Wool 
Merchants Bedford Pet Oct5 Ord Oct li 

PARKER, JAMES, Ormside st, Old Kent rd, Cartage Con- 
tractor High Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

REAVELL, TOM ANDERSON, Stevenage, Herts, Builder 
Luton Pet Sept 30 Ord Oct 12 

REVILL, CHARLES RICHARD, Grassmoor, ur Chesterfield, 
Suilder Chesterfield Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

RHODES, ALFRED, Nottingham, Joiner Nottingham Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

SAUNDERS, THOMAS, Cargill rd, Earlsfield, Baker Wands- 
worth Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

SORIVEN, JOHN TEMPLE, Staines High Court Pet Oct 
12 Ord Oct 12 

SEVERN, BENJAMIN, and GEORGE SUMMERS, Royston, nr 


Barnsley, Yorks, Builders Barnsley Pe Oct 12 Pet 
Oct 12 
SmiTH, JoHN, Castle Donington, Leicester, Joiner 


Leicester Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

STEPHAN, MAX JOHANN, Broad Street pl. Mining Engin- 
eer High Court Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 14 

SWINBURNE, ERNEST, Chopwell, Durham, Butcher 
castle upon Tyne Pet Uct13 Ord Oct 13 

TANNER, JOHN ALBERT, Aberbargoed, Mon, Baker Trede- 
gar Pet Uct 14 Ord Oct 14 

TYLER, WALTER WILLIAM, Denmark hil!, Gentleman High 
Court Pet July 1 Ord Oct 12 

WESTWORTH, ARiHUR, Preston, Stock Broker 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Oct 13 

WILLIAMS, JOSEPH CORYTON STANLEY, Lombard st 
Court Pet July 24 Ord Oct 12 

WINTER, PAUL GUSTAVE JAMES, Mark In, Foreign Produce 
Agent High Court Pet Feb13 Ord Uct 12 


Amended Notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 13: 


LIMBERT, GEORGE, Ilford, Esser, Builder 
Pet Sept 16 Ord Oct 9 

FAVILL, MARTIN, Nettleton, Lincs, Carter 
Oct 9 Ord Oct 9 


New- 


Preston 


High 


Chelmsford 
Lincoln Pet 
London Gazette.—Farpay, Oct. 20. 

RECEIVING ORDERS. 





Cullomptoa, Devon, Coachbuilders Exeter Pet Oct 16 
Ord Oct 16 
Busmer, Henay, Deacon st, Walworth, Baer 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 : 
Cuark, A: taep, Wedmore st, Upper Holl way, Pian oforte 
Manufas‘urer High Court Pet Ost 17 Ord Ves 17 
Cranxt, Hasgry, Brighton Brighton Pet June 10 Ord 
ct 9 


High Court 


Oct 

Crone, Joux, Holmesdale rd, Highgate, Commercial Clerk 
High Court Pet Aug 28 Ord Oct 16 E 

Correritt, Spencer, Love In, Woollen Merchant High 
Court Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 16 

Caamer, James, Manchester, Quantity Surveyor Man- 
chester Pet Sept 27 Ord Oct 18 

Curtis, Wituram Henry, Poultry, Solicitor High Court 
Pet June 2 Ord Oct 17 

Daur, Davin Gatrrita, Aberavon, Coal Vendor Neath 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Daytox Toy Co, Tue, Aldersgate st High Court Pet 
Sept 14 Ord Oct 17 

Dopps, Moses Coss, Denford, Northampton, 
Peterborough Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

Dusn, Henry Marpmay Page Fistay, Southend on Sea, 
Comedian Chelmsford Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Frecp, Wituram Farxineuam, Great Yarmouth, Grocer 
Great Yarmouth Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Fiercace, Antaur Esvest, Bishop Auckland, Durham 
Ironmonger Durham Pet Oct 17 _ Ord Oot 17 

Fosrer, Rosert Barton, Manchester, Letterpress Printer 
Manchester Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Fooa, Cuantes, Swansea Coal Exporter 
Oct 7 Ord Oct 18 

Geer, Joun Beckett, Pwilmelyn Farm, or Holywell, Flint 
Farmer Chester Pet vct16 Ord Oct 16 

Haut, Samver, Lianelly, .Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Carmarthen Pet Oct 17 Ori Oct 17 

Hitt, Davin Srantey, Dadley, Tailors Cutter Dudley 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 


Farmer 


Swansea Pet 


| Howetts, Henry, Cymmer, Porth, Glam, Colliery Hitcher 





| 
| 


Pontypridd Pet Oct 17 Ord Uct 17 

Jones, iim, Aberdare, Licensed Victualler Aberdare 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Learagr, Jous, Owestry, Pawabroker Wrexham Pet 


Oct 18 Ord Uct 18 ; , 
McBean, Cuaupz, Pelham st High Court Pet Sept 19 
Ord Oct 18 


| Mayxour, Jony, Darlington, Cab Proprietor Stockton on 


Tees Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 


Avzex, Tuomas, Bolton, Coal Merchant Bolton Pet Oct | Manzca, Haury, Queen Anne’s chmbrt, Westminster, 


Ord Oct 17 


ham Pet Oct6 Ord Oct 18 

Bittatt, Danigt, Marshfield, Gloucester, Carrier 
Pet Sept 29 Ord Oct 17 

Bostock, Water Josern Rezve, Bedminster, Bristol, 
Butcher Bristol Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 17 


Wakefleld Pet | Autxrs, Tuomas Bouttoy, Tamworth, Chemist Birming- | Mantiy, Hervert, Bungay, Suffolk, Carpenter 


Mitcusct, CHAaRLes, sen, 


Merchant High Court Pet Feb 8 Ord Oct 18 
Great 


Yarmouth Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 


Bath Maatis, Wictram, Liandadno, Boot Maker Bangor Pet 


Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 : 
Ventnor, I of W, Auctioneer 


Newport Pet Sept Ord Octl4 
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Povuttoy, Heway ALrerep, ‘Brighton, Jeweller’s Manazer 
Brighton Pet Sept 22 Ord Oct 16 

Ratcurre, Joan Howarra, Hudidersfield, Newsagent 
Huddersfield Pet Oct18 Ord Oct 18 

Rosears, Wittiam Heaserr, Lupus st, Pimlico, Builder 
High Court Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Soanes, Roneat Eowix, Lowestoft, Fishermea’s O :tfitter 
Great Yarmouth Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Sraniey, Georoe Howarp, Kingston upon Hull, Ladies’ 
Outfitter Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 17 Ord 
Oct 17 

Taytor, Argrava Witsy, Blackpool, Grocer Manchester 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Taomas, Joux Actos, Great Grimsby, Joiner Great 
Grimsby Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Taompson, Wicsox, Carlisle, Watchmaker Carlisle Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 18 

Tomes, E.uteyx, Coventry 
Oct 17 

Tower, Heotzy Nicaoris, Padsey, Yorks, Commission 
Manufacturer Bradford Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Tuawen, Ratra Eowary, L dbury, Hereford, Inakveper 
Hereford Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Turrect, Wituam Eavest, Bredfield, Suffolk, Miller 
I:pwich Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Wewoce, Jexxinsoyx, Crosshille, nr Keighley, Yorks, 
Shoe Makec's Assistant Bradford Pet Oct 16 Ord 
Oct 16 

Wuaireneap, Mary, Hurst, Ashton under Lyoe Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Oct 17 Ord Ovt 17 

Wartrtixatos, Watrer, Stockport, Cheshire, 
Dealer Stockport PetO+3 Ord Oct 17 

Wooorsoars, Georce Faepeantcx, Boston, Lincs, Coal 
Merchant Boston Pet O:+17 Ord Oct 17 


Am >:nded Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette: of Oct 10: 
Horsr, Wreuram Nvurract, S'retford, nor Manchester 
Manchester Pet Sept 22 Ord Oot 5 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Oct 17: 
Kise, Argrauve Hasxera, Mansfield, Notts, Umbrella 
Maker Nottingham Pet Oct1l2 Ord Oct 12 


Coventry Pet Oct 17 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
A.tvieyx, Tuomas, Bolton, Coal Merchant Oct 31 at 11 
Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Asuuse, Artuva, Worthing, Builder Oct 31 at 11 Off 


Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

Buaows, Reotwatp Dexcas, lronmonger In Oc; 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Baowx, Witutam, Danbury, Essex, late Licensed Vic 
tualler Novilat 2 Shire Hall, Chelmsford 

Caraten, Vicror VaLeytine, Great Yarmouth, Baker Oct 
28at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Orark, ALragp, Wedmore st, Upper Holloway, Pianoforte 
Manufacturer Oct 3lat1l1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
st 

Cragxe, Harry, Brighton Oct 31 at 12 Off Ree, 12a, 
Marlborough pl, Grighton 

C.ops, Jouy, Holmesdale rd, Highgat>, Commercial Clerk 
Oct 30 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Correritt, Sraxcer, Love In, Woollen Merchant 
at ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cuatis, Wittiam Heway, Poultry, Solicitor Oct 31 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Curces, Sauce. Ropseart, Chesterfield, Farmer Oct 30 at 2 
The Angel Hotel, Market pl, Chesterfield 

Davies, Davio Evay, Yatradgynlais, Brecon, Builder 
Oct 28at11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary st, 
Swansea 

Davies, Eow1y, Dudleston, Ellesmere, Salop, Farmer Oct 
31 at 12 The Priory, Wrexham 

Tat Dayrow Toy Company, Ald-ragate st Oct 31 at 11.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Car-y st 

Dusy, Cecitt ve Siveac, Titeombe, nr Hungerford, Berks 
Public Company Director Oct 30 at12 1,St Aldate's, 
Oxford 

Evvis, Maerua, and Samvet Sranworta Ecuts, Doncaster, 
Coal Merchaats Oct 31 at 12 Off Ree, Figtree In, 
Sheffield 

Fvoc, Cuaaies, Swansea, Coal Exporter Oct 31 at 11 Off 
Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 

Grimes, Geosce Atseat, North alsham, Norfolk, Corn 
Dealer Oct 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Howe..s, Hexay, Cymmer, Porth, Glam, Colliery Hitcher 
Oct 80 at 11.15 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St 
Cathe:ine's st, Pontypridd 


Oct 30 


30 at 12 | 


Tobacco | 


| Horst, Witiram Nurttatt, Stretford, nr Manchester Oct 
28a611 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Kerr, Jonx Bavoe, Pinner, Middlx, Barrister atLaw Oct 
30at12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 
Liuecet, Geroroe, liford, Essex, Bulder Nov 1 at 2.30 
Shire Hall, Chelmsford 
Masos, Arnoup Tetroav, Manchester, Solicitor Oct 28 at 
11.30 Off Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 
Nixos, Rovert Wittiam, Ramsbottom, Lancs, Fish Dealer 
Oct 2+at 11 Off Reo, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Otiver, Witttam. Ord, Northumbe2riand, Dairyman Oct 
S at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 
Patse, Atragp, Atrraep D'ARCY PAINE, Percy Watrter 
Parse, and Roseat Stewart Legs, Bedford, Wool 
Merchants Novilat3 fhe Swan Hotel, Bedford 
Parker, James, Ormside st, Old Kent rd, Cartage Con- 
tracior Oct 30 at12 Bankruptcy Bldgs, Carey st 
Pouttos, Hexay ALraep, Brighton, Jeweller’s Manager 
Oct 31 at 1130 Off Reco, 12a, Marlborough pl, 
Brighton 
tevitt, Caartes Ricaarp, Grassmoor, nr Chesterfield 
Buildee Oct 30 at 12 The Angel Hotel, Market pl, 
Ch >s‘erfield 
Roseats, Witttam Hervert, Lupus st, Pimlico, 
Nov2atit Bankraptsy bid gs, Carey st 
Scorr, Josrr u, Beeston. Notts, Produce Commission Agent 
Nov 1 at 12 Of Res, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 
Severs, Bexvamix and Grorace Summers, Royston, nr 
Barnsley, Builders Oct 31 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Regent 
st, Barnsley 
Srayiey, Georce Howarp, Ladies’ 
| 11.30 Off Rec in Bankruptcy, Lowgite, Hull 
| Swinpuane, Eanest, Chopwell, Durham, Butcher Oct 30 
} atll Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Tanner, Jous A:seat, Aberbirgoed, Mon, Baker Oct 28 
atll Otf Ree, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
| 
| 


Builder 


Oatfitter Oct 31 at 


Tomes, Ectex, Coventry Oct 30 at 11 Off Rec, 8, High 
| st, Coventry 
Towers, Hepury Nicuors, Pudsey, Yorks, Commission 
| Manufacturer Oct 28 at 1).30 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, 
Bradford 


| Weutock, Jenxiyson, Keighley, Yorks, Shoe Maker’s 


Assistant Oct 28atil Ulf Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 


Amended Notice substituted for yo — ished in the 
London Gazette of Oct 1 


Surrn, Jonny, Castle Donington, el Joiner Oct 26 

at3 Off kec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Aucex, Tuomas, Bolton, Coal Merchant Bolton Pet Oct 
17 Oud Oct 17 

Ayperron, Wittiam Hagpine, Harrogate, Schoolmaster 
York Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 16 

Arscorr, Wiitiam, Wiveliscom>e, Somerset, Dealer Taun- 
ton Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 16 

AsuixG, Artuvr, Worthing, Builder Brighton Pet Oct 
14 O-d Oct 15 

Avexy, Wittoveusy Jous, Bledlow, 
Aylesbury Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 16 

Bett, Groras Fraverick, Margate, Solicitor Canterbury 
Pet Oct 2 Ord Uct 17 

Batypvey, Faeperick, Penderton, Salford, Plumber Sal- 

fad PetJune1l7 Ord Oc; 16 


Bucks, Farmer 


ion s, Exxesr F, Cambridge av, Maida Vale, High Court 


Pet Aug 21 Ord Oct 17 
Buecu, Haroup Henry, and Atraep Wititam Borca, Cal- 


lompton, Devon, Coachbuilders Exeter Pet Oct 16 | 


Ord Oct 16 


Busuear, Henry, Deacon st, Walworth, Baker High Court 


Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Bucies, Ecizanetn Mary, Walsall Walsall Pet Sept 25 
Ord Oct 14 

Cuark, Atrarp, Wedmore st, Upper Holloway, Pianoforte 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Ogt17 Urd Oct 17 

Crargk, Faeperice Jvoszra, Great Russell st, Solicitor 
High Court PetSept5 Ord Oct 17 

Cocks, Wittiam, Woodley, Cheshire, Coal Merchant 
Stockp wt Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 13 

Cutter, Samvet Rovert, Chesterfield, Farmer 
field Pet Sept 30 Ord Oct 17 

Dave, Davio Grirritra, Aberavon, Coal Vendor Neath 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Ot 17 

Duss, Hewray Marpmay Pace Fistay, Southend on Sea, 
Comedian Chelmsford Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Epwarps, Taomas, Birmingham, Butcher Birmingham 
Pet Sept 21 Ord Oct 17 


Chester- 


a Rdg me Norfolk st, Strand, Sueur Prom ter 
~~ Court Pet June3 Ord Oct 

Fisup, Wittiam Farsixouam, Great ‘arm ath, Grocer 
Great Yarmouth Pet Oct18 Ord Oct 1 

Ger. Joux Beckett, Pwilmelyn Farm, nr Holywell, Flint, 
Farmer Chester Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 

Hatt, Samvet, Lianelly, Mineral wets , 
Carmarthen Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Hitt, Davip Srantey, Dudley, Tailor’s Cutter Dudley 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Hittox, Rowert, ~— Playwright High Court Pet 
July 18 Ord Oct 

Howe tts, Henry, _ all Porth, oom. Colliery Hitcher 
Pontypridd Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 

Hurst, Wittram Nurratt, Stretford, ~ Manchester Man- 
chester Pet Sept 22 Ord Oct 17 

Joses, Daviv, Aberdare, Licensed Victualler Aberdare 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Learner, Joun, Oswestry, Pawabroker Wrexham Pet 
Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Mavyete, Jouy, Darlington, Cab Proprietor Stockton on 
Tees Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Martis, Herserat, Bungay, Suffolk, Carpenter Great 
Yarmouth Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Maagtin, Witu1Am, Liandadao, Boot Maker Bangor Pet 
Oct 18 Ord Uct 18 

Marner, Hevey, 8t Swicthin’s In, Financial Broker High 
Court Pet July 31 Ord Oct 18 

May, Jerome Watrer, Cock In, Snow Gill, Importer 
Lighting Specialities High Court Pet Sept 16 Ord 
Oct 17 

Osnory, Srvart, Datchet, Bucks Windsor Pet Aug 18 
Ord Oct 18 

Pourroy, Henry Atraxp, pre. . peoeurs Manager 
Brighton Pet Sept 22 Ord Oct 

Rato.tirys, Joun Howarra, Huddereficld, Newsagent 
Huddersfield Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Suatcey, Joseru, Pwilheli, Carnarvon, Fishmonger 
Portmadoc Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 16 

Soayes, Ropert Epwiy, Lowestoft, Fishermen’s Outfitter 
Great Yarmouth Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Srayiry, Gzorce Howaagp, Kingston upon Hull, Ladies’ 
Outfitter King-ton upon Hull Pet Oct 17 Ord 
Oct 17 

Taytor, Antuur Witpy, B'ackpool, Grocer 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Tuomas, Jous Acroy, Great oe Joiver 
Grimsby Pet Oct 17 Oxd Oct 17 

THOMPSON, WILSON, Carlisle, Watchmaker Carlisle Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 18 

ToMBs, ELLEN, Coventry Coventry 
Oct 17 

TOWLER, HENRY NICHOLS, Pudsey, Yorks, Commission 
Manufacturer bradford Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

TURNER, RALPH EDWARD, Ledbu-y, Hereford, Innkeeper 
Hereford Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

TURRELL, WILLIAM ERNEST, Bredfield, Suffolk, Miller 
Ipswich Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 14 


Manchester 


Great 


Pet O:t 17 Ord 


| VARTY, JONATHAN, Lincoln, M naging Director Lincola 


Pet Sept 29 Ord Oct 17 

WELLOOK, JENKINSON, Keighley, Yorks, Shoe Maker's 
Assi.tant Bradford Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

WHITEHEAD, MARY, Hurst, Ashton under Lyne Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

WoopDTHORPE, GEORGE FREDERICK, Boston, Lincs, Coal 
Merchant Boston Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 17: 


KiInG, ARTHUR HESKETH, Mansfield, Notts, Umbrella 
Maker Nottingham Pet Oct12 Ord Oct 12 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


SHELTON, DANIEL JOHN, Bedford, House Decorator Bed- 
ford Adjud May 27, 1886 Annal Oct 12, 1911 
Forster, MoNIcA, Bournemouth Poole Adjud May 12, 
-1911 Annul Oct 16, 1911 
HOLLINGSWORTH, ERNEST SYDNEY, Hensill. York Wake- 
field Adjud May 22,1906 Annu! Oct 16, 1911 


London Gazette.—TU SDAY, Oct. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


ADAMS, THOMAS WILLIAM, New Tredegar, Mon, Collier 
‘Tredegar Pet Oct 2) Ord Oct 20 

AVERY, EDWARD, Lapworth, Warwick, Farmer, Birming- 
ham Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

BAILEY, J H, Manchester, Saddler Manchester Pet O25 
6 Ord Uct 20 








HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


2&, MOORGAT!SE STHAZT, LONDON, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED In 1890. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction and supervision of the OCorporation. 


X | 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licemsed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent 


es spplicatioa. 
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Head Offices: 


Riant Hon.” THOMAS F. 


THE 


“HALSEY, 


PERIAL ACCIDENT INSURANCE CO., 


ESTABLISHED 1878. 
17, PALL MALL EAST, LONDON, at 


Chairman. 


NON-TARIFEF RATES. 


Employers Insured against Accidents to Clerks, Shop Assistants, 


Domestic Servants, and Workpeople. 


Motors and Carriages Insured against Accidental Damage. 


Hunters Insured against Teath or Disablement. 


Horses and Cattle Insured. Death from Accident or Disease. 


Drivers’ Accidents to the Public and their Progerty. 


CLAIMS PAID, £500,000. 


AGENTS REQUIRED. 


Prospectuses, post free. 


B. S. ESSEX, Manager. 





BARBER, HERBERT JOHN and MARK WORLEY BARBFR, 
> aoe” Decorators Noithampton Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 19 
BENT, ISAAC LEVETT, Nelson, Lancs, Outfitter Burnley 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 
BoaG, WALTER RAINSFORD, Pool, Illogen, Cornwall 
Pet O.t 21 Ord ‘ict 21 


Truro 


CHAPPELL, HENRY. New Sneinton, Nottingham  Peter- | 


borough Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
DAKERS, FLORENCE Amy, Liverpcol 
8 Ord Oct 20 


liverpool Pet Oct | 
| TOZER, 


DAVIES, BRYCHAN, Aberbargoed, Mon, Col ier Trecegar | 


Pet Oct 20 ‘(rd Oct 20 

EDWARDS, Spey — Yorks, Actor 
Pet Oct 19 Ord O 

GOLDSMITH, JULIET Rowaoss, and ELLEN EDITH GOLD- 


SMITH, Lowestoft Great Yarwouth Pet Cet 19 Ord | Woops, WILLI¢M HENRY, Gieat Yarmouth, Carting Con- | 


Oct 19 

HERWIG, HORACE HERMON ACASON, Larsanne rd, Peck- 
ham, Traveller High Court Pet Sept 21 Ord Oct 20 

HOBBS, HERBERT, ee Kent, Tobacconist Croydon 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 1 

HOWIT?, FREDERICK, New ae Derby, Boot Dealer 
Derby Pet uct 19 Ord Oct 

JOHNSON, JAMES, Brockhurst, -4 dl Farmer Shrewsbury 
Pet Uct 21 Ord Cet 21 

JOHNSTON, HENRY STEVENSON, Twickenham, Bank Clerk 
High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

KEEBLE, CHARLES, Bentley, Suffolk, Farmer 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

KELLY, 
Pet May 9 Ord 


KinG, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Fingringhoe, Essex, 
Colchester Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 
Leeds Pet Oct 19 Ord 


KIRKWOOD, ERNEST, Leeds 
Oct 19 


LAZAR, GEORGE, Roath, Cardiff, Photograplic Art‘st 
Cardiff Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

LECHMERE, NICHOLAS, Wells st, Jermyn st, Mctor Car | 
Dealer High Court Pet April 13 Ord Oct 18 

MaTLeY, JAMES, Ashton under Lyne, Licensed Victu- 
aller Ashton under Lyne Pet Oct 4 Ord Oct 19 

MATTHEWS, ABRAHAM, Nuneaton, Plumber Coventry 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

MOORE, EDWARD, Rugby, Builder Coventry Pet Oct 19 
Ord Oct 19 

OAKLEY, ENOS, Blaina, Mon, Collier Tredegar Pet Oct 
20 Ord Oct 20 


PENNINGTON, WILLIAM FRANK, Helsby, Chester, Pro 
duce Merchant Warrington Pet Oct 7 Ord Oct 19 
Ord | 


PERKINS, ¥ G, Oxford st High Court Pet July 12 
Oc 


tl 

PHILLIPS, ” ome, Henllan, Carmarthen, Woollen Maru- 
facturer Carmarthen Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

PouUND, FRANCIS GAD, Worthing, Wholesale Confectioner 
Brighton Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

REGAN, M J, Albemarle st, Piccadilly High Court Pet 
Aug2 Ord Oct 18 

RICHARDS, ELIAS, Ystrad Mynach, Glam, Baker's Vanman 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

STABLER, JANE ELIZABETH, Harrogate York Pet Oct is 
Ord Oct 18 


Bradford | 


Farmer 


| 
| 
| 


| 


Ipswich | 


LEONARD ORRELL, Hyde Park gt High Court | 
Oct 18 





| STEWART, ALICE MABEL PAOLA, Balderton st, Osford st, 


klat Proprietor High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

| TAYLOR, ROBERT, Great Grimsby, Dock Labourer 
Grimsby Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM, Shifnal, Salop, 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Oct 18 

TERRY, CLARENCE, Southsea, Corn Merchant 
Pet Oct 20 Ond Oct 20 

THOMSON, GEORGE FORESTER, West Byfleet, Surrey King- 
ston, Surrey Pet July 14 Ord Sept 14 

FRANK ELLIS, Totnes, Journeyman 
Plymouth Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

WELBOURN, HENRY, and FRED Dosson, Mirfield, Yorks, 
Dewsbury Pet (ct 19 (rd Oct 19 

| WILLIAMS, ARTHUR, Wem, Salop, Poultry Dealer 
bury Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Great 


Farmer Shrewsbury 


Portsmouth 


Carpen‘ er 


Ehrews- 


tractor Great Yarmouth Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 13 
Amended Notice substituted for ot penne in the 
London Gazette of Oc 
BURRAGE, HENRY ALFRED, Sine Kent, 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Oct 2 Crd Oct 13 
Amended Notice substituted for th t published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 2u: 


Builder 


| CRAMER, JAMES CHARLES, Manchester, Quantity Surveyor 


Manchester Pet Sept 27 Ord Oct 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLKINS, THOMAS POULTON, Tamworth, Chemist 
at 11.30 Rushin chn.brs, 191, 
mingham 

BILLELT, DANIEL, 
Off Rec, 26, 


Nov 2 
Corporation st, Bir- 


Marshfield, Glos, Carrier Nov 1 at 11.30 
Baldwin st, Bristol 


BOSTOCK, WALTER JOSEPH REEVE, Be€minstcr, Bristol, 
Buteher Novi at 11.45 (ff Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 


BIRCH, HAROLD HENRY, and ALFRED WILLIAM Burcu, 


Cullompton, Devon, Coachbuilders Nov1 at 11 Off | 


Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

BUSMER, HENRY, Deacon st, Walworth, Baker 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

CRAMER, JAMES CHARLES. Manchester, Quantity Sur- 
veyor Novi at3 Off Rec, Pyrom st, Manchester 


CRAWFORD, JAMES, Kingswinford, Stafford, Clothing 
Dealer Noviati11.20 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 
DALE, DAVID GRIFFITH, Aberavon, Glam, Coal Vendor 


Nov 38at1l1 Off Rec, Government blégs, St Mary’s st, 
Swansea 

DICKINSON, WILLIAM HENRY, Aldbury, Hertford, Farmer 
Noviati2 1,St Aldate’s, Oxford 

DUNN, HENRY MAIDMAN PAGE FINLAY, Southend on Sea, 
Comedian Novlat3 Shire Hall, Chelmsford 


EDWARLS, FREDERICK, Shipley, Yorks, "actor Nov 1 at 11 | 


Off Rec. 12, Duke st, Bradford 

FIELD, JOHN, Langley, Worcester, Turner 
Nov lat i1.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, 
Birmingham 


and 
Corporation st, 


FLETCHER, ARTHUR ERNEST, Bishop Auckland, Durham | 


Ironmonger Nov 2at 2.15 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl 
Sunderland 





202nd Year of the Office. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World 























S 
s 
NC omrice 
Copaed from Policy dated LMR 











aia SUN 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE OFFICE)! 


FOUNDED 1710, 





Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 

= EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 

- . WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
” including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


| PLATE GLASS. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
4. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


Nov 3 at | 


Fitter | 


FosTER, ROBERT BARTON, Manchester, Letterpress Printer 
Nov2at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

GEE, JOHN RECKETT, Pwilmelyn Farm, nr Holy well, Far- 
mer Nov8at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 


| GIBBONS, EDWIN, Wooihope, He:efo:d Nov 4 at 12 
2, Offa st, Hereford 
HALL, SAMUEL, Liarelly, Mineral Water Manufacturer 


Novi at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
FLERWIG, HORACE HERMON ACASON, Lausanne rd, Peck- 
ham, Traveller Nov 6 at 1 Bankruptcy b'dgs, 
Carey st 
HILL, DAVID STANLEY, Dudley, Tailor’s Cuttcr 
12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 
Hcpss, HERBERT, Beckenham, Kent, Tobacconist Nov 1 
at 11.30 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 
HOWITT, FREDERICK, New Sawley, Derby, Boot Dealer 
Nov 1 at 11.30 Of Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 
h 


Nov 1 at 


m 
JOHNSON, JAMES, Brockhurst, Salop, Farmer Nov 4 at 
2.20 Off Rec, 22,Swan bill, Shrewsbury 
JOHNSTON, HENRY STEVENSON, Twickenham, Bank Clerk 
Nov 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Jonrs, Davip. Aberdare, Licensed Victualler Nov 1 at 


11.30 St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine's st, Punty- 
| ridd 
| KEEBLE, CHARLFS, Bentley, Suffo'k, Farmer Nov 1 at3 
| Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
| KELLY, LEONARD ORRELL, Hyde Park gt Ncv 1 at 12 
| Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
KING, ARTHUR HASKETH, Mansfield, Notts, Umbrella 


Maker Nov 1 at ll 
Nottingham 
LECHMERE, NICHOLAS, Wells st, Jermyn st, Motor Car 
Dealer Nov 1 »t 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 
McBEAN, CLAUDE, Pelham st Noviatl1 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 
MANGLE, JOHN, Larlington, Cab Proprictor Nov 2 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Couwt chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 
brough 
MARCH, HARRY, oo jon chmbrs, Westminster, 
Merchant Nov 1 ati1l Pankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
MARTIN, HERBERT, Fungay, Suffolk, Carpenter Nov 1 
at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
| MATTHEWS, ABRAHAM, Nuneaton, Plumber Ncv 1 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
MooRE, EDWARD, Rughy, Builder Nov 1 at 3.15 (ff 
Rec#8, High st, Coventry 
NEWTON, AUSTEN CHAMBERLAIN, Maidenhead Nov 1 at 
| 12 Off Ree, 14, Bedford row, London 
PERKINS, W G, Oxford st Nov3at1 Bankruptcy bi¢gs, 
Carey st 
REGAN, M J, Albemarle st 
bldgs, Carey st 
RICHARDS, ELIAS, Ystrad Mynach, Glam, Baker's Vanman 
Nov 2 at 11.15 St Gatherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine's 
st, Pontypridd 
STABLER, JANE ELIZABETH, Harrogate Nov 2at3 Off 
Rec, The Red House, Duncombe p!, York 
SMALLEY, JOSEPH, Pwllheli,Carnarvon, Fishmonger Noy 
1 at3 The Tower Hotel, Pwilheli 
SMITH, MARCOS, High st, Acton, Ironmonger Nov 1 at 3 
Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 
SOANES, ROBERT EDWIN, Lowestoft, Fishermen's Outfit er 
| Nov lati2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
STEWART, ALICE MABEL PAOLA, Balderton st, Oxford st, 
Nov 2at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| STURMEY, JOHN JAMES es Coventry Nov 2 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, my he 
| TAYLOR, ARTHUR WILBY, Blackpool,Grocer Nov 2 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
art! ROBERT, Great Grimsby, Dock Labourer Nov 2 
at 10.30 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 
TAYLOR, WILLIAM, Shifnal, Salop, Farmer Nov 4 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
THOMAS, JOHN ACTON, Great Grimsby, Joiner 
Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 
THOMPSON, WILSON, Carlisle, Watchmaker Nov 1 at 11 
| 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
TURNER, RALPH EDWARD, Ledbury, Hereford, Innkeeper 
Nov 4 at 12.39 2, Offa st, Hereford 
TOURRELL, WILLIAM ERNEST, Bredfield, Suffolk, Miller 
Nov lat2.45 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
WHITEHEAD, MARY ELIZABETH, Harst, Aston under Lyne 
Nov lat 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
WILLIAMS, ARTHUR, Wem, Salop, Poultry Dealer Nov 4 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 22, Swan ill, Shrewsbury 
Woobs, WILLIAM HENRY, Great Yarmouth, Carting Con- 
tractor Nov 2 at 10. is Lovewell & Co, South Quay, 
Great Yarmouth 
WOODTHORPE, GEORGE FREDERICK, Boston, Lincs, Coal 
—— Nov 8at 2 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, 
ost on 


Off Rec, 4, Caztle pl, Park st, 


Nov 2 at 1 Bankruptcy 


Nov lat 11 
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MESSRS. H. 


E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD’S LIST. 


6, POULTRY, E.cC. 





PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
condnet PERIODICAL SALES of 
REVERSIONS (Absolute and Contingent), 
LIFE INTERESTS and ANNOITIR£S, 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
Mortgage Debts and Bonds, 
Kindred Interests, 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughont the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 
The dates fixed for 1911 are aa follows :— 
Thurtday, November 2 Thursday, December 7 
Thureday, November 16 Thursday, Decemer 21 
Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. Telegrama, “ Invari- 
ably, London.” Tel, Nos. 999 and 1000 Bank, and 8539 
Central. 


N 


and 





THURSDAY NE = Coseaient Sale No. 942,— 


M ES&sRS. H. E. “FOSTER & CRANFIELD 

will BELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Token- 
hcuse-yard, E.C., on THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 2, at 
TWO o’clock :— 


| 








The ABSOLUTE REVERSION receivable on decease of 
a lady aged 65, to One-seventh of a Trust Fund cf the | 
estimated value of £15,(00.—Particulars of Messrae. Lon- | 
grove & Durand, Solicitc re, Wirdror; of Messrs, Faith. | 
full & Davy, Folicito re, Norfolk House, Norfolk-street | 
Strand; and cf the Auctioneers. 





THURSDAY N 


\ ESSRS., H. E. FOSTE R & CRANFIELD 
i will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 
NOVEMBER 2:— 

The ABSOLUTE REVERSION, receivable on decease 
of lives aged 80 and 69 rispectively, to a sum of £700.— | 
Particulars of Mesers. Nussey & Fellowes, Solicitors, 1, 
Great Winch:ater-siraet, E.C.; and of the Auctioneers, 


—_— —— a Sale No, 942,— 


THURSDAY NEXT.—Periodical Sale No. 942.— 
Reversion. 
N ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 
NOVEMBER 2:— 

The ABSOLUTE REVERSION, receivable on decease 
ofa lady aged 70, to One-fifth of Freeho'd Property, at 
Brentford, of the estimated value of £2,600.—Particulara 
of the Auctioneers. 





THURSDAY NBXT.— Periodical Bale No. 942,— 
Li’e Policies 
MESSES. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
iL will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 
NOVEMBER 2:— 
POLICIES 


of ASSURANCE for— 
£5,000, 


effected with the METROPOLITAN LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY ; life 
dnced premium £365 14s. 6d. 
£1 500 effected with the ROOK, now LAW 
. -* “) UNION AND ROCK INSORANCE OO. 


(Ltd.); same life; premium £33 5s. 5d. ; | 


bonuses £1.201 1s. 2d. 


£1,450, 
£1,050, 
£1,000, 


CIATION ; same + a reduced premium 
£3 4s. 5d., fully y pa’ 

effected with the NATIONAT, MUTUAL 
LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY; same 
life; bonuses £693 13s. 

effected with the SCOTTISH PROVI- 
DENT INSTITUTION ; life 65 ; premiums 
£1418. ; bonuses £322. 

effected with the SCOTTISH PROVI- 


£250, 
fully paid. 
£( 0 effected with the EAGLE INSURANCE 
= » CO,; lifes ; premium £4 6s. 2d, ; bonuses 
293 4s. 

Particu’ars of Messrs. W. A. Crump & Son; Solicitors, 
17, Leadenhall-street, E.C,; of W. F. Wiseman, Esq., 
F.C.A.; of Messrs. Gerard Van de Linde & Son, 50, 
Gracechurch-street, E.C,; and of the Auctioneers, 6, 
Pou'try, E.C. 





785 Te | NOVEMBER 2:— 


effected with the LONDON LIFE ASSO- | 


DENT INSTITUTION ; life 42 ; premiums | 


THURSDAY NEXT.—Periodical Sale No. 912. — 


Reversion, 
q 
i 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
will SELL by AUCTION, on THU&SSDAY 
NOVEMBER 2:— 

The ABSOLUTE REVERSION, receivable on decease 
of a lady eged 80, to One- seventh of Two-thirds of the 
proceeds of sale of valuable Freehold and Leasehold 
Properties at Walthamstow and Clapton Park, &c.—Par- 


tienlars of Messrs. Oldfields, Solicitors, 13, Walbrook, 
E.C.; and of the Auctioneer. 





THURSDAY NEXT.—Poriodical Sale No. 942.— 
Reversion. 


ME ESSRS. H. E, FOSTER & CRANFIELD 

will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 

The ABSOLUTE REVERSION, receivable on dece 1s? 
ef a centleman age’ 76 to two separate One-fifth ehares 
of a Trust Fund of the estimated va'ue of about £3,300.— 
Particulars of Messrs. Pearce, Jones & Co.. Solicitors, 
33, John-street, Bedford-row, W.C.; and of the Auc- 
tioneera. 





PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 


MESSES. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUCTIONS 
are held at the Mart, Tokenhcuse-yard, E.C., on tho firat 
and third Wednesdays inthe month, 

The dates fixed for 1911 are as follows :~ 
Wednesday, Nov. 1 | Weinesday, Dec. 6 
Wednesday, Nov. 15 Wednerday, Doc. 20 
Vendors, solicitors, and trastees having proporties for 

sale are respectfully jinvited to communicate with the 
Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C 
Telegrams: “ Invariably, London.” Tel. Nos. 993 and 
1000 Bank, and 8539 Central. 





SONS, 
Surveyors, 
8, Moorgate-st., Bank, E.C., and 12, New Kent-road, 8.E. 
(near the Elephant and Castle). 

PROPOSED AUCTION DATES for 1911 :— 

November 2, 16, 23, 30 | December 7, 14 
STIMSON & SONS also undertake SALES and Lettings 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuation for Probate and all 
purposes, Surveys, Negotiations of Mortgages and Part- 
nerships, Chancery Receiverships, Arbitrations, Railway 
Compensation and Sales of Furniture, 


GQ TIMSON & Auctioneers and 
s 


other Claims, 
Collection of Rents, Assessment Appeals, &c. 

Separate Lists of House Property, Ground-rents for 
Sale, and of Houses, Premises, Shops, Offices To be Let are 
issued on the firat of each month, and can be had free on 
application, or by post for two stampa. The Sale List is 
the best medium in London for effecting Sales privately 
and expeditiously. No charge for insertion. Telephones : 
No. S114 City; No. 624 London Wall. Telegrams : 
‘ Servabo,” London. 





FREEHOLD GROUND RENTS. 


QTIMSON & SONS will SELL by AU 
b TION, at the MART, on THURSDAY NE 
NOVEMBER 2, at TWO o'clock, the following FR 
HOLD GROUND RENTS :— 


£3 each per annum, secured upon four residences, Nos. 
76, 78, 80, and 83, Herne Hiil-road, Loughbc rough 
Junction. 

£7 102, each per annum, secured upon two residences, 
Nos. 42 and 44, Palmerston-crescent, Palmer's Grean, 

Solicitors, Messrs, Wynne & Sone, 1, Raymond-build- 
ings, W.C. 

£19 4s. per annum, secured upon Nos, 1, 
Helena-road, Rotherhithe New-10ad. 

Solicitors, Messrs. Blount, Lynch, & Petre, 43, Albe- 
marle-street, W. 

Particulars of the Solicitors, and of the Auctioneers 
8, Moorgate-street, E.C., and 12, New Kent-road, 8. 


C- 
XT, 
LE- 


3, 5, and 7, St, 





W EATHERALL & GREEN, 
Surveyors, Valuers, Auctionesrs,and LaniA gents 
22, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 
(Telephone, 555 Holborn), 
Will hold SALES by AUCTION, at the MART :— 


1911, 
Nov. 14 | Dec, 12 


of LANDED and HOUSE PROPERTIES, Ground-renta, 
Reversicons,&c. Messrs, Weatherall & Green undertake 
and advise on COMPENSATION + and RATING CASES 
and MAKE VALUATIONS for all purposes, 


By order of the Executora. To close an Estate. 
SOUND LEASEHOLD INVESTMENT. 
CLERKENWELL, E.C. 

(In the heart of the Silver and Jewellery Trades). 

M ESSRS. SMALLPEICE, ALLEN, & CO. 

are instructed to offer for SALE by AUCTION, at 
tte MART, E.C., on THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 23, 1911, 
at TWO o’clock, ‘the 

VALUABLE LEASEHOLD INVESTMENT 

Nos. 15 and 154, GREAT SUTTON STREET, and 4, 
BERRY STREET, CLERKENWELL. Let and prodac- 
ing £277 per annum, and held for an unexpired term of 
224 years at a Ground Rent. 


Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of W. T. | 
1, South-square, Gray’s- | 


Boydell, Jun., Esq., Solicitor, 
inn, W.C.; ard of the Auctioneers, Messrs. Smallpeice, 
Allen, & Co., 9, Portsmovth-street, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
W.C, Telephone No. Holborn 5890. 





SHORT LEASEHOLD INVESTMENT 
Bin main art ery 
ETHNAL GREEN ROA 
2SSRS. SMALLPEICE, ALLEN & CO 
will also SELL as above the 
VALUABLE CORNER SHOP PREMISES, 


M! 


known as Nos, 424 and 426, BETHNAL GREEN ROAD. | 
Iet on repairing lease at £90 per annum, and held for | 


6} years unexpired from Christmas next at a pappercorn; 
Also the 
VALUABLE CORNER DOCTOR'S PREMISES 

known as No. 395, BETHNAL GREEN ROAD. Let on 
agreement at £45 per annum, and held for 7$ ‘ears un- 
pired from Chrisi mas next at a groand rent of £8, 

Particulars of Solicitors, Messrs. Brooks, Jenkins & Co., 
16, Godliman-street, Docto:s’ Commons, E.C.; and of the 
Auctioneers, as ab ve. 





Te'ephone: 5345 GERRARD. 
MR. WILLIAM GLASIER, 
Land Agent and Surveyor, 
Auctioneer and Valuer, 


17, PALL MALL EAST, S.W.| 


Telegrams : “ TELGLASIER,” London. 


MESSES. HERRING, SON, & DAW 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGEN LS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 

12, OLD JEWRY CHAMBERS, E.C., 
and 312, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 

Telephone Nos.—‘5964 Bank,” “130 Streatham.” 
Telegrams—“ Oldest, London.” 














PRELIMINARY NOTICE. 
By Order of Executors. 
AMPSTEAD. N.W. 


ISSRS. BRODIE, TIMBS, & CO. are 
instructed to BELL by AUCTION at the MART, 


M* 


| Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on TUESDAY, OCTOBER 31, 1911, 


recisely, in 12 lots, the very valuable 


at TWO o'clock 
UND RENTS, amounting to £240 15s. 


| FREEHOLD GR 
r annum, and well secured on the following well-built 
big h-class MODERN RESIDENCES :— Annu 


Ground Rents 
Culloden, Hollycroft-avenue, Hampstead . £16 10 O 
Agiacourt, Hollycroft-avenue, Hampstead 1610 0 
Danecourt, Hollycroft-avenue, Hampstead 1710 0 
Ravenscourt, Hollycroft-avenue, Hamp: 2 0 
Woodstock, Hollycroft-avenue, Hampstead 21 0 
Hollydene, Hollycroft-avenue, Hampstead 23.0 
4s, Crediton-road, West Hampstead ooo we 23 0 
50, Crediton-road, West Hampstead ove 22 0 
52, Crediton- road, West Hampstead a & 8 
54, Crediton-road, West Hampstead 2t 
56, Crediton-road, West a ae 20 5 
1 Fawley- -road, West Ham 


20 0 
With valuable reversions in a to 83 years to rack rentals 
amounting to £1,400 per annum. 

Pastintien with plans, of Messrs. Morgan & Harrison, 
Solicitors, 15, Old Jewry, London, E.C.; and of the 
Auctioneera, Weavers’ Hall, 22, Basinghall-street, E.C. 
and Highgate, N. 


Low Reserves to Sell. 
BAYSWATER, W. 
69 and 60, LEINSTER SQUARE, W.—Tae Rasidences 
are held. on lease. having about 40} years to rao, a' a 
Ground-rent of £20 each ; renta! value £120 per annum 
each, 

69, PRINCES SQUARE, W., held for a sivilar term, ata 
Ground- rent of £21 per annum; ; let on repairing le 43e 
at £111 per annum, expiring at Christmas,—Solicitor, 
Cecil N. Goodhall, Esq., Kiag-court, Broadway, West- 
minster, 

31, SUTHERLAND PLACE.—Semi-detached Residence; 
lease having 39 years unexpired; Ground-rent £8 8s, 
per annum ; rental value £50. 

CHISWICK.—6, ENNISMORK AVENUE.—Freehold, 
semi-detached, non-basement Residence, in excelleat 
condition ; 5 bed rooms, bath-room, and 2 reception 
rooms, &c.; rental vaiue £55 per anoum.—Solic'tors, 
Messrs. Harman & Sons, 232, Great Portland-street, W. 

WANDSWORTH.—83, FERRIER-STREET.—Shop Pre- 
mises ; lease abouts 65} years unexpired ; ground-rent 
£5 5s. per annum ; let at £30 per ee, R. 
Cropley Davies, Eaq., 21, Westbourae-grove 
The above will bs Offered for SALE by AUCTION, by 


WHITELEY (Ltd.), at the MART, 
. Tokenhouse-yard, E, — MONDAY, NOVEM, 
BER 6, 1911, at TWO o’clock sha: 
Particulars and conditions of one may be had from the 
respective —” ; orjfrom the Auctonesrs, 26, West- 
bourne-grove, W, 
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BAKER, GEORGE, jun, Worthing, Builder 
Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

BARTHEL, JULES MARIE JOSEPH, Oxford at, Milliner 
9atl2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BECKMAN, JoSkrH Harris, Brick ln, Spitalfields, 
sale Woollen Warehouseman Nov 9 at 11 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

BENT, ISAAC LEVETT, Nelson, Lancs, Outfitter 
IL Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

BERNSTEIN, ISAAC, Maesycwmmer, Mon, Outfitter Nov 8 
atll wtf Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Bind, JosErPH ARTHUR HuBeR?t, Thorton av, Streatham 
Hill, Stock Jobber Nov 10 at 2.30 132, York rd, West- 
minster Bridge rd 

DAWSON, MARGARET MARY. Birkenhead 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

DEACON, JOHN WILLIAM, Leighton Buzzard, Baker 
lv at 11.30 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

DERRY, RICHARD, Tithby, Notts, Farmer Nov 8 at 
Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

DOWELL, 1HOMAS, Balsall Heath Birmingham, Meat Pie 
Salesman Nov 8 at 1230 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Cor- 
poration st, Birmingham 

EASTERBR OK, Ropert JOHN 
Farmer Nov 10 at 2.30 
Brighton 

FREK, KOBERT WILLIAM, Great Yarmouth, Coal Dealer 
Nov9avi2.15 Off kec, 8, King st, Norwich 

FIELDING, JAMES, Manchester, Baker Nov 9 at 3 
Rec, Byrom st, Man 

FORSTER, JOSEPH, Sunderland, Second 
Dealer Novs at 2.30 Off Kec, 3, 
land 

GOLDSMITH, JULIET 
swith, Lowestoft 
Norwich 

GREEN, WiLLIAM HENRY, Great Grimsby, Butcher 
Sat 1! Off Ke:, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

GREGAR, HUGH MARSHALL, Hastings, Wali Paper Factor 
Nov 9at3 Off Rec, 124, Mariborough pl, brighton 

GUEST, SAMUEL, Culebrooke, Devon, Farmer Nov 9 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford cir, Exeter 

GULLIDOER, ALBERT J, York rd, Battersea, Wholesale 
Tobacconist Nov l0 atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HAPPEL, HARRY, Henry st, Upper Kenningt.n In, Jour 
neyman Baker Nov 8 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

HOLMES, MARY ELIZABETH, Westbourne sq, Paddington 
Nov 8atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HUGHES, FRANK, Warrington, Sweet . eaier 
Ulf Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

LANGER, CHARLES, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, Plumber 
Nov 8 at 3.30 The Angel Hotel, High st, Lyming- 
ton 

LEATHER, JOHN, Oswestry, 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Leg, FREDERICK CHARLES, Hatherley, Glos, Baker 
llat12 OF Kee, Station rd, Gioucester 

MATLEY, JAMES, Ashton-under-Lyne, L'censed Victualler 
Nov Gat z.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

MITCHELL, CHARLES, sen, Ventnor, I of W. Auctioneer 
Nov8at315 Off Rec, 98, Higi: st, Newport, | of W 

MORREL, RUDOLPH, Long’s ct, 8t Martin st Nov 10 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

NuTTER, Levi, Culcheth, Lancs, Grocer 
Kec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Pieort, JOSIAH, Worthing. Grocer 
1zA, Mariborough pl, Brighton 

POUND, FRANCIS GAD, Worthing, Wholesale Confectioner 
Nov 8at11.80 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

PRICKETT, OWEN, Llantrisant, Glam, Chemist Nov 9 at 
11.15 St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine's st, Ponty- 
pridd 

PUCKLE, WALTER BRIDGE, Salisbury House, London Wall, 
Financial Agent Novsatil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


Nov 10 at 11.30 
Nov 


Whole- 
Bank- 


Nov 8 at 


Nov 9atil Off 


Nov 


ll 


Rudgwick, Sus ex, Dairy 
Ulf Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 


of 
ester 

Hand Clothes 
Manor p!, Suader 


ELLEN EpDITH GOLD 
Ulf Rec, 8, King st 


REBECCA, and 
Nov 9 at 12 


Nov 


Nov Sat 3 


Pawnbroker Nov 8 at 12 


Nov 


Nov 9 at 3 Off 


Nov l0at12 Off Ree, 


at 

RICHARDS, JosEPH PETER, Smethwick, Stafford, Builder 
Nov 8 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir- 
mingham 

ROSENER, FRITZ ROBERT ALFRED, Seaton, Devon, Pho'o- 
grapher Nov Yatil2 Off Kec, 9, Bedford circus, Exe- 

Simms, EruratM, Little Hulton, Lancs, Tea Dealer Nov 
Yatll Off Kec, 19, Exchange st, bolton 

SouTHERST, THOMAS, Heaton Park, nr Manchester, 
Manager of a Glass Works Nov 8 at 3.30 Uff Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 

SPERARING, ARTHUR THOMAS, and WILFRED LAWSON 
KITSEROW, Weston super Mare, Musical Instrument 
Dealers Nov 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

STREET, GEORGE, Wisborough Green, Sussex, Baker Nov 
1) at 12.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

THOMPSON, RICHARD, sen, Brancaster Staithe, Norfolk, 
Wheelwright Nov 8 at 2.46 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

TRINDER, FREDERICK, Winchester, Southampton, Fruit 
Salesman Nov8atl2 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, 
High st, Southampton 

W RIGHT, CHARLES, Lee on the Solent, Hants, Builder Nov 
13at4 Uff Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BAKER, GEORGE, jun, Worthing, Builder 
Oct 256 Urd Oct 25 

WILLIAM FREDERICK, and WILLIAM RILEY, Tam- 

Butchers Birmingham Pet Uct 23 Ord 


Brighton Pet 

Cooper, 
worth, 
Oct 27 

Cox, FREDERICK JOHN, Shipston on Stour, 
Farmer Banbury Pet Octl4 Ord Oct 28 

DALE, THOMAS, Congleton, Chester, Draper Macclesfield 
Pet Oct25 Ord Uct 256 

DOWELL, THOMAS, Birmingham, Meat Pie Salesman 
mingham Pet Oct1l Ord Oct 28 

EASTERBROOK, ROBERT JOHN, Rudgwick, Sussex, Dairy 
Farmer Brighton Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 


Warwick, 


Bir- 








FULLERTON, Ropert, Middlesbrough, Cycle 
Middlesbrough Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
GouDGE, HENRY WATTS, and DANIEL BRAZIER, Fleet st, 
Advertising Contractors HighCourt PetAug5 Ord 
Oct 27 

HoLMES, MARY ELIZABETH, Westbourne sq, Paddington 
High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

KITCHENER, ARTHUR, Lavendon, Buckingham, Lift Manu- 
facturer Northampton Pet Oct 5 Ord Oct 21 

LANGER, CHARLES, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, Plumber 
Poole Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 28 

MACKAY, JAMES JOHN, Parsifal-r.a1, West Hampstead 
High Court Pet Aug 25 Ord Oct 27 

MEREDITH, NOAH, Tonypandy, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 27 

MokTon, HENRY, Chesterfield, Derby, Grocer Chesterfield 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

LopGk, FRANK, Salisbury, Wilts, Tailor Salisbury Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

PEMBERTOY, HERBERT JOHN, Woodhouse, Yorks, Carter 
Sheffield Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

PiGoTT, JOSIAH, Worthing, Grocer Brighton 
Ord Oct 27 

PRICKETT, OWEN, Llantrisant, Glam, Chemist 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

PUCKLE, WALTER BRIv@?, Linden gdns, Bayswater, Finan- 
cial Age t High Court Pet Oct 27? Ord Oct 27 

Rees, David, Liandebie, Carmarthen, Colliery Labourer 
Carmarthen Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

RICHARDS, JOSEPH PETER, Smethwick, Stafford, Builder 
West Bromwich Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 26 

SINCLAIR, CHARLES TRERY, Oakdale rd, Streatham 
Wandsworth Pet Sept2 Ord Oct 28 

SMITH, JOHN HENRY, Fishponds, Bristol, Wheelwright 
sristol Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Sourngrst, THoMAS, Heaton Park, 
Manager of a Glass Works Salford 
Oct 26 

Stupss, JAM¥S, Runcorn, Chester, Shipwright Warring- 
ton Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

TAGGART, FRANK STARK, Pavement House, 
pynt High Court Pet Sept 12 Ord Oct 26 


Pet Oct 27 


Pontypridd 


nr Manchester, 
Pet Oct 26 Ord 


Finsbury 


| TRINDER, FREDERICK, Canon st, Winchester, Hants, Fruit 


Salesman Winchester Pet Oct 25 Ord Uct 25 
UNDERWOOD, PowFLL CECIL, Haylands, nr Ryde, Isle of 
Wight Newportand Ryde Pet Oct27 Ord Oct 27 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
London Gazette of Oct 27: 
SAMUEL, Colebrooke, Devon, Farmer 
Ord Oct 24 


GUEST, Exeter 


Pet Oct 24 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
MULARDO, LEO MICHAEL CECIL 


HERNANDEZ, Barnes, Surrey 
June 9,1910 Aunnul Oct 16, 1911 


ANGELO ALOYSIUS 
Wandswoith Aojud 


DE 


Agent ! 
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AW EXAMINATIONS.—A Barrister-at- 

4 Law continues to prepare Students reading for Bar 

and Solicitors’ Exams. Special attention to Prelims. and 

Roman Law. Reliable information free as vo best books 

to read. High recent successes at all Exams.—Write to 
Mr. G. E. Sxerry, 2, Essex Court Temple, E.C, 





AW.—Wanted, Solicitor to assist in the 
4 Common Law work of a large office in Yorkshire ; 
must be a firat-class advocate in County Courts and 
Police Courts, and able to advise clients without suver- 
vision; liberal salary and good prospects to a really 
capable man.—Apply, stating ag, experienc», refere aces, 
and salary required, to X. Y. Z., care of Solicitors’ Law 
Stationery Society, Limited, 22, Chaacary-lane, W.C. 


‘OLICITOR, with established City Prac- 
tice, best class, offers Office accommodation (first 
fioor) on sharing terms; every convenience. — Write, 
X, 319, Shelley’s, Gracechurch-street, B.C. 








WANTED by University graduate unad- 
mitted, Clerkship with Solicitor, country pre- 
ferrec ; Conveyancing; some Common Law experience; 
will take not less than £60 per annum.—Apply, M.C., 
care of “‘ Solicitors’ Jo -raal” Offic>, 27, Chancery-lane, 


JXPERIENCED BOOK- KEEPER 
’i (Kain’s Syetem and otherwise) seeks permanent 
situation (36); shorthand; excallent references.—C. W., 


care of “ Solicitors’ Journal,”’ 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


EDFORD ROW. —Self-contained suite 

of Ground Floor Offices to be Let, immediate p~ sses- 

sion. ~Apply, Jenxuys, Baker, Raynoups & Oo.,, 38, Old 
Jewry, E.C. 


r rl 7 aM 

YOLICITORS’ OFFICES. — Two First- 

Floor Rooms to Let in Chancery-lane and als9 in 

Bed ford-row ; rents moderate.—Apply to the Sotrcrrors’ 

Law Srationery Society, Limirgep, 22, Chancery-lane, 
W.C. 














ORTGAGES.—Sums of £250, £500, 
I £750, £1,000, £1,200, £1,500, £5,000 up to £10,000 ; 
the foregoing amounts are available at once; no com- 
mission reqaired.—Apply, Aupripess (Ltd.), 28, Bush- 
lane, Cannon-ttreet, E.C. 


\ ORTGAGE.—About £8,000 required on 
a Freshold Property, comprising Theatre, Ball, 
Assembly, and Billiara Rooms, weil-furnished Hotel, &c. ; 
in popular London suburb; originally cost upwaris of 
£50,000.—Repiy, Oxnorrow, Sons, & Co., Accountants, 
19/20, Temple-chambers, Temple-avenue, London, E.U. 








NOW READY. 
68th Year of Publication. 


THE 


OLICITORS 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 
LECAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 


1912. 


This old-established and important 








| Annual is now universally recognized 


as the most useful 
LEGAL AND COMPREHENSIVE DIARY 
ever published, 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 58., 6s., & 8s, Gd. 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 











LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1869. 

The Company's Bonds are Accepted by the High Court 
as SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMILNISLRATORS, for CUSTS in Actions where security 
is orderei to be gives, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFIVIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 
Scotch Courts, &c., &c. 


Claims Paid Exceed - £2,375,000. 


Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness, 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party, 
Fire and Consequential Loss, 
Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurances, 

HEAD OFFICE :—42-4), New Broad Street, E.C. 
West End Office : 61, St. James's Street, 8.W. 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 

ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000, 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, | a 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(ESTABLISHED 1823), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Persona: 


Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
80, COLEMAN STRERT, E.C. 


WANTED, Nos. 3, 4, and 6, Vol. 51, 1906, 
also No. 2, Vol. 52, 1907, of the Soxrorross’ 
Jovewat, 6d, will be pa'dfor each copy of the above at 
the Office. 

















